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NEW BOROUGH OF SOUTHEND-ON-SEA 


(WHICH WILL BE SHORTLY INCORPORATED), 





The magnificent FREEHOLD and MANORIAL BUILDING ESTATE of Chalkwell 
Hall, Southend-on-Sea, with the adjacent Freehold F lovely views 
of the river Thames, Sheerness, and the Kentish coast, adjoining the property of the 
present Local Bourd, and to be SOLD, with possession. : 

The build land consiste of 260 acres, with « frontage of nearly que mile on the mais 
a akywr toy 5 d to Leigh, and with a frontage of over a to the sea; the 
— is fitted for high. residences, and when built would command a ready 

e. 
The land is well timbered, and there is a good supply of water, and lies with a gentle 
fall of about 120 ft. to the Thames. 

The present railway service is 50 minutes to the oe. 4 

A new station will be built on the property (for which there is at present a siding), or 
within a few amted wae Cen ee 

The Foreshore.—The Chalkwell Hall foreshore extends on the south to the Swatch, 
and on this foreshore there is the crowstone, the boundary of the Thames Conservancy 

A new pier and marine lake could very inexpensively be built and formed. Sea 
swimming baths, &c. Dues, Rents, Licences, &c.—The beach and the foreshore, like 
unto the Southend Local Board’s property, which it adjoins, can be made most pro- 


The above property offers a legitimate and safe field of enterprise for the profitable 
employment ot eene capital, ond ie a public investment as a Tredhond Land and Build- 


Masao 
THOMAS BEAR, Esq., Chalkwell Hall, Southend-on-Sea, Essex. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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SECURE. 








TOTAL ASSETS, £2,503,554. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE artve elsewhere an account of wan tae of —* = 
rules under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, as ly 
settled; but as the rules were, until av recent date, still 
under revision, we are unable to print them this week. 





Tue Hitary Srrrixcs, which came to an end on Wednesdey 
last, have occupied eighty-one a days, during which the 
two divisions of the Court of Appeal have di of a large 
number of cases. Of the 258 appeals on the list of Court No. 1, 
including those set down during the sittings, 174 were decided 
and 13 were withdrawn, leaving 71 remanets. Of the 174 
appeals decided, 50 were decided by Court No. 2, which also 
disposed of 78 cases in the list of that court, leaving 30 
remanets. 





DurInG THE rong Fags ended, the witness actions in the 
Chancery Division li have not been greatly reduced in 
number. Of the 430 witness actions to be found in the printed 
lists at the commencement of the sittings, only 107 were heard 
and disposed of, and several were withdrawn or settled. At 
least 300, therefore, of these 430 actions are still waiting to be 
heard, and to these must be added a very large number set 
down during the thirteen weeks of these protracted sittings. 





THE APPOINTMENT of an additional bankruptcy registrar for 
the business under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, to 
which we referred last week as having then been  pereage made, 
was speedily announced. Mr. ALFRED Ewen, the new registrar, 
cannot be accused of want of uaintance with his work, for 
not only is he the author of a well-known book on winding uP, 
but he has had considerable practice in company cases. e 
believe that the same merit of much practical experience cannot 
be claimed for the new county court judge, Mr. Arruur Brcuer 
Exxicort, who has been appointed to Circuit No. 53. If we are 
correctly informed, the extent of the new judge’s practice has 
not been such as, even in these days, to justify his appointment 
to the bench. 





THe AvTHorrtrEs as to the limits of “judicial privilege ””—a 
subject to which the attention of the legal profession is at pre- 
sent directed—are both numerous and unsatisfactory. Of course 
it is possible to extract from them the general proposition, “ that 
no action will lie against a judge for any acts done or words 
spoken in his judicial capacity in a court of justice” (Scott v. 
Stansfield, 1868, L. R. 3 Ex., per Kerry, C.B., at p. 223). But 
the correct application of this high-sounding formula is by no 
means easy, and the following attempt to state the law is made 
with great diffidence: (1) The “judicial privilege ”—whatever 
it is—extends certainly to every court of record, and probably to 
every court of justice where a judicial proceeding is taking place 
(Lewis v. Levy, 1858, E.B.E., per Lord Case, C.J., at p. 554) ;. 
(2) The judicial privilege arises where a judicial officer, sitting as 
a judge, says or does anything with to a matter which 
either is in issue before him, or is reasonably brought under his 


8 | judicial notice on the trial of such an issue (Jekyll v. Sir John 


Moore, 1806, 2 B. & P. N. R. 341); (3) An allegation of “ want 
of reasonable or probable cause ” is only material in so far as it 
goes to prove that the matter not ‘only was not, but must have 
been known by the judicial officer not to be, within his jurisdic- 





Board......... Maat bveDateye dba desascigisiceseeesti 890 
’ 


tion or “before him” in the sense already a (Fray v. 
Blestvere -_ 8 B. & S. 576; Thomas v. Churton, 1862, 2 
. & 8. 475). 


Tue Berrine and Loans (Infants) Act, 1892 (52 Vict. c. 4), “to 





_ render penal the oe eg to betting or wagering or to 


borrowing money,” which Lord Hersonert carried easily 
2) 
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through the House of Lords, and the Government as easily 
through the House of Commons, is the first statute of its class 
in English law. Hitherto we have contented ourselves with 
declaring contracts void or illegal which militated (or were sup- 
posed to militate) against the public good; but in this statute 
the Legislature has made it a positive crime to attempt to induce 
another person to enter into a void contract. The Ist section 
makes it a misdemeanour for anyone, for the purpose of 
earning profit, to send to a person whom he knows to be an 
infant any circular, &c., which invites the person receiving it 
either to bet or to apply to any person “with a view to ob- 
taining information or advice for the purpose of any bet, or 
for information as to any race, fight, game, sport, or other 
contingency upon which betting is generally carried on.” 
The punishment on conviction (which may be either on in- 
dictment or summary) is either fine or imprisonment, or 
both. If the circular, &c., names any person as being ready to 
receive payment or give information in relation to betting, then 
such person is to be deemed to have sent it, ‘‘ unless he proves 
that he had not consented to be so named, and that he was not 
in any way a party to, and wes wholly ignorant of, the sending 
of the circular”—a proof which he will be able himself to 
offer, the 6th section of the Act providing, in accordance with 
the common form nowadays (this is the 17th enactment in which 
such a provision occurs), that “in any proceeding against any 
person for an offence under this Act, such person and his wife or 
husband, as the case may be, may, if suck person thinks fit, be 
called, sworn, examined, and cross-examined as an ordinary 
witness in the case.” The second section, in very similar terms 
to the first, creates and punishes the offence of sending a circular, 
&c., to a known infant inviting him to borrow, and adds that where 
any such circular, &c., issues from a loan office, every person who 
attends the office for the purpose of taking part in, or who takes 
part in or assists in, the carrying on of the business” [this will 
include, we imagine, the humblest clerk] ‘‘shall be deemed to 
have sent, or caused to be sent,” the circular, &c., “‘ unless he 
proves that he was not in any way a party to, and was wholly 
ignorant of, the sending” of it. The next section brings us to 
the main difficulty of the Act. The offences already dealt with 
can only be committed if the infancy is known to the offender. 
The 3rd section provides that this knowledge is to be presumed 
in cases where the circular, &., is sent ‘to any person at any 
university, college, school, or other place of education, and such 
person is an infant, unless the offender proves that he had 
reasonable grounds for believing such person to be of full age.” 
In all other cases, therefore, the maxim actus non facit reum, nisi 
mens sit rea will apply, and strict proof, often difficult to obtain, 
will be required of a guilty knowledge of the infancy. The 
4th section creates and punishes the offence of soliciting, 
“‘except under the authority of any court,” an infant to make 
an affidavit or statutory declaration for the purpose of any 
loan, and the 5th avoids any contract for payment of any loan 
advanced to an infant during his infancy—an enactment which 
we fail to distinguish from the 2nd section of the Infants’ 
Relief Act, 1874, by which “no action shall be brought 
whereby to charge any person upon any promise made after 
full age to pay any debt contracted during infancy.” The 6th 
section, as to evidence of offenders themselves and their wives 
or husbands, we have already mentioned; the two remaining 
sections are formal only. ‘The Act shews very clearly. the 
intention of the Legislature that no infant-soliciting-bookmaker 
should be able to drive a coach and six through it, and we think 
that, with the exception of the inevitable difficulty in proving 
ksowledge of infancy where the infant is not at school, &c., 
it will be tolerably easy to obtain convictions of offenders 


against it. 





intended to interfere with the cases (Daubuz v. Lavington, 32 
W. R. 772, 13 Q. B. D. 347; Hall v. Comfort, 35 W. R. 48, 18 
Q. B. D. 115 Mumford v. Collier, 38 W. R. 716, 25 Q. B. D. 279) 
which have decided that to this extent the attornment clause is 
not liable to be rendered void by the Bills of Sale Acts. 
Kay, L.J., by whom the judgment was delivered, spoke, indeed, 
of the attornment clause as being void for want of registration, 
but this must be understood with reference to the above cases, 
and also to the express words of section 6 of the Act of 1878, 
under which the attornment clause is only to be deemed to be a 
bill of sale ‘‘of any personal chattels which may be seized or 
taken” under the power of distress conferred by it. As 
to the land, therefore, it is not to be deemed a bill of sale, 
and no rights or powers relating solely to the land are in any 
way affected by the Acts. It was unnecessary in the judgment 
to consider this distinction, as the case related to the seizure of 
a chattel under the power of distress, and was concerned mainly 
with the proviso that section 6 shall not extend to a demise by 
a mortgagee, “‘ being in possession,” to the mortgagor at a fair 
and reasonable rent. Upon the construction of this it seems to 
go somewhat further than Re Willis, Ex parte Kennedy (36 
W. R. 793, 21 Q. B. D. 384). There it was held that, at the 
time of the execution of the mortgage deed, the mortgagee 
cannot be said to be in possession by virtue of an attornment 
clause contained in the deed so as to be able to make a good 
demise within the proviso. It is essential that he shall first take 
possession, and then, being in possession, shall demise to the 
mortgagor, and this is impossible where he obtains possession 
by virtue of the same instrument by which he demises. But in 
the present case, in addition to the attornment clause, which was 
contained in a mortgage deed executed in 1886, there was a 
letter written by the mortgagor in January, 1890, by which he 
undertook to pay the rent weekly instead of quarterly, and to 
give up possession at four weeks’ notice. Relying upon this as 
a new demise, the mortgagee maintained that, at the time when 
it was made he was already in possession under the attornment 
clause in the deed of 1886, and therefore Re Willis was 
excluded. As the court held that the letter did not, in fact, 
constitute a new demise, but was simply a modification of the 
terms of the old one, it was not really necessary to decide the 
point, but a decision, nevertheless, was given, and that adversely 
to the mortgagee. “ There had been no such real taking of 
possession as to enable him to avoid the operation of section 6. 
In other words, possession by virtue of the attornment clause, 
even though accompanied by receipt of rent thereunder, is 
merely an incident of the security, and is not such an actual 
possession as is contemplated in the proviso. 





Ir wouLp appear, therefore, that the decision constitutes no 
objection to inserting the attornment clause in a mortgage deed 
with a view to its use as a means of recovering possession of the 
land under ord. 3, r. 6, and order 14; and it shews, moreover, 
that it is possible to make the power of distress effective by 
registering the deed asa bill of sale. The deed cannot, of course, 
be drawn in the statutory form, but the Court of Appeal have 
discovered that this is not essential. They start from the 
position that section 6 of the Act of 1878 does not say that 
attornment clauses are bills of sale, but only that they shall be 
deemed to be such. This is a well-known device of modern legis- 
lation, but the effect given to it on the present occasion is, 
perhaps, a little beyond ordinary comprehension. Various 
sections of the Act of 1882 impose restrictions on bills of sale. 
Section 8 requires them to be registered. Section 9 requires 
them, when given by way of security, to be in the form in the 
schedule. Section 4 requires them to describe the chattels com- 





Tue svpement of the Court of Appeal in Green v. Marsh 
(which we report elsewhere) seems to have been somewhat too | 
a expressed. The attornment clause in a mortgage has, 
as is weil known, a twofold operation. By creating the relation 
of landlord and tenant between the parties it confers upon the | 
mortgagee a power of distress, and it also enables him to recover | 
the mortgaged premises by virtue of his title as landlord. Such | 
recovery uently may take place under R. 8. ©., ord. 
3, ¥. 6, and we > not understand the Court of Appeal to have 





/applies only to the real article. 


prised in them in an inventory. But, although these seem to 
stand on just the same level, the Court of Appeal say that, 
while section 8 applies to documents which are merely deemed 
to be bills of sale, section 9, and we presume also section 4, 
This is perhaps one of the 
oddest of all the odd distinctions to which the Acts have given 
rise. There it is, however, and an attornment clause — 
a power of distress may, if the parties so desire, be made goo 

by registration, although it cannot be in the statutory form, 
and although it has no inventory of the chattels to be affected 
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by it. It may be noticed that all this will be changed if the 
Bills of Sale Bill becomes law. By that measure a power to 
take possession of goods at a future date, which apparently 
includes a power of distress, is put upon the same footing as a 
present disposition of goods, and must be evidenced by a bill 
of sale complying with the requirements ofsthe Bill. Since, 
therefore, the statutory form would have to be followed, and an 
inventory given, the attornment clause would be useless for the 
purpose of distress. 





Tue precision of Curry, J., in Re Richerson (40 W. R. 233) 
follows the authorities upon conversion, though the exact point 
in question does not seem to have been brought into special 
prominence before. It is of course well settled that when a 
testator directs a conversion of his property, this only changes its 
character for the purposes of the will, and so much as is not re- 
quired for those purposes results to the heir-at-law in the case of 
realty and to the next of kin in the case of personalty: Ackroyd 
v. Smithson (1 Bro, C. ©. 503). But more difficulty arises when it 
becomes necessary to determine in what character it so results, 
whether as realty or personalty, and the test seems to be whether, 
in the events that have happened, the direction for conversion 
requires to be to any extent carried out. Confining our attention 
to land, if the trusts of the proceeds of sale wholly fail, there is 
an end of the matter. The conversion becomes entirely un- 
necessary, and the land results to the heir as realestate. But if 
the trusts only partially fail, so that a sale is required in order 
to carry out the remainder, then the direction for conversion 
takes effect, the real estate is changed into personalty, and it is 
immaterial whether in the result the whole is sold or not. So 
much as is not required for the purposes of the will results to 
the heir-at-law as personalty, and that whether in fact it exists in 
the form of land or of the proceeds of sale. In Re Richerson this 
was disputed, and it was contended that it resulted in its actual 
form, and, therefore, that land in fact unsold resulted as real 
estate. The contention is plausible, but if correct it would be 
in the power of the trustees to alter at their own will the rights 
of persons claiming under the heir. The rules are of course 
tnd artificial, but the test stated above has the convenience of 

eing certain in operation. If there is a conversion at all, there 
is a conversion of the whole property, and though part may go 
to the heir, yet he takes it in its converted state. This seems to 
have been recognized in Jessop v. Watson (1 M. & K. 665), and is 
in accordance with the exposition of the doctrine of conversion 
given in Smith v. Claxton (4 Madd. 484). 





A pEcIsion of some importance was given by the Court of 
Appeal in Greenwood vy. Sutcliffe (40 W. R. 214; 1892, 1 Ch. 1) 
as to the effect of a tender by a mortgagor made under protest. 
It was settled in Harmer v. Priestley (16 Beav. 569) that where 
a mortgagor makes an unconditional tender, and the mortgagee 
refuses to accept it, he does so at his own peril; and if the 
amount tendered is all that is due, the mortgagee must bear the 
costs of a subsequent suit for redemption. A mortgagee, 
observed Romitty, M.R., is no doubt favourably looked on 
by the court; but he will not be allowed, by disputing the 
account, to throw the expenses of an unnecessary litigation 
upon the mortgagor. In the first instance, therefore, it may be 
for the interest of the mortgagor to offer more than he admits 
to be due in order to insure to himself the benefit of this 
rule, and the question arises whether the fact that he reserves 
the right of subsequently reviewing the accounts makes the 
tender conditional. The matter was considered in Scott v. 
Uxbridge and Rickmansworth Railway Co. (14 W. R. 898, L. R. 1 
C. P. 596) with reference to the costs of proceedings for a scire 
facias against a shareholder of a railway company, and it was 
held that a tender under protest had no a effect. ‘The 
question,” said Wiiixs, J., “is one of general importance, 
whether a debtor tendering an amount which he is satistied to 
pay rather than be sued for it, may guard himself against an 
admission that tho claim is a just one, so as to put himself in a 
position to take further proceedings to test the justice of the 


claim, by adding the words ‘ under protest’ to his tender, and 
tendering under protest. It is quite obvious that ho may. I 





think that the protest imposes no conditions on the tender.” A 
tender by a mortgagor seems to stand upon the same footing ; 
and so the Court of Appeal, reversing the decision of Srrrxrye, 
J., have decided. The object of the tender is not necessarily to 
put a stop to all contest between the parties, but to throw upon 
the party to whom it is made the risk of any further controversy. 
Thus the protest does not make the tender conditional, and it is 
at his own risk that the mortgagee refuses to accept it. If it 
was in fact sufficient, and if he had no other ground for refusal, 
he will not be allowed the costs of proceedings for redemption. 


In THE case of Re Greenlees’ Trade-Marks (1892, 9 P. O. R. 
93) Mr. Justice Srrrtrve decided a point of trade-mark practice 
that has given rise to a good deal of difficulty and discussion. 
Stated shortly, the facts were as follows :—J. G., a partner in 
the firm of G. Brothers, erroneously applied for the registration 
in his own name of three marks belonging to the firm ; and the 
marks were so registered. The question was, How was the 
mistake to be remedied? According to Re Rust §- Co. (1880, 29 
W. R. 393), it seemed as if rectification could be ordered. 
According to Re Farina (1881, 29 W. R. 391), an assignment by ~ 
the registered proprietor to the firm appeared to be necessary. 
Mr. Justice StrriinG, following the late Master of the Rolls in 
Re Farina, distinguished Re Rust & Co. ; and it is thought that 
the practice may now be stated thus: The term “ rectification” 
is only applicable to cases in which there has been some 
mistake or error in the registration ; and any alteration which 
is desired by reason of a devolution of interest must be effected 
according to the rules laid down for cases of assignment or 
transmission (Re Ward, Sturt, & Sharp's Trade-Mark, 1881, 44 
L. T. N. 8. 97). Where a trade-mark which is the property of 
a firm is by mistake registered as the property of one of the 
partners of the firm trading under the firm name, the court may 
order rectification of the register by cancelling the name of the 
registered proprietor, and substituting therefor that of the firm 
(Re Rust & Co., ubi sup., and ef. Ex parte Lawrence Brothers, 1878, 
44 L. T. N. 8. 98). But if in such a case as that last mentioned 
the registered proprietor has applied in Ais own name, and not in 
that of the firm, the proper eourse is for the firm to take an 
assignment of the trade-mark from the registered proprietor, 
and for this assignment to be registered by the Comptroller- 
General (Re Furina and Re Greenlees, ubi sup.). 








THE NEW: WINDING-UP RULES. 


Tues rules, which come into force on the 6th of May next, have 
been made pursuant to section 26 of the Companies (Winding- 
up) Act, 1890, and in so far as they relate to matters which may 
be outside the powers conferred by that enactment upon the 
Lord Chancellor with the concurrence of the President of the 
Board of Trade, by the Rule Committee of the judges. Section 
26 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act provides that all rules 
made under the provisions of that section are to be laid before 
Parliament within three weeks after they are made, if Parlia- 
ment is then sitting, and, if Parliament is not then sitting, within 
three weeks after the beginning of the next session, and that rules 
made under that section shall not come into operation until the 
expiration of one month after they have been made and issued. 
Rules made by the Rule Committee must be laid before Parlia- 
ment within a period of forty days after they are made, and they 
may be annulled by Order in Council on presentation of an 
address to her Majesty by either House of Parliament. In the 
new Winding-up Rules, as issued, no distinction is drawn 
between the rules made under the Companies Acts and those 
made under the Judicature Acts, and, as an academical exercise, 
it might be interesting to distinguish between those rules which 
are liable to be annulled, as coming within section 25 of the 
Judicature Act, 1875, and those which are not. 

The new rules are thirty-six in number. They are to apply to 
all proceedings relating to the winding up of a company where 
a petition to wind up the company or to continue the voluntary 
winding up of the company under the supervision of the court 
has been presented, or where an ae in the voluntary 
winding up of the company has for the first time been made, on 
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or after the Ist of January, 1891. There is, however, an im- 
portant provision with regard to pending proceedings, by which 
a judge, if he think it expedient, may retain any proceedings 
which may be pending before him at the time when the rules 
came into operation. 

Part I. of the rules (rules 2-17) deals with procedure in the 
High Court, whilst Part II. contains the rules (rules 18-37) 
relating to winding-up matters in all courts to which jurisdiction 
is given under the Acts. Rule 2 provides that all proceedings 
in the winding up of companies in the High Court, to which the 
rules apply, are to be from time to time attached to one or more 
of the bankruptcy registrars, who, together with their staff, are 
to act under the directions of the judge who for the time being 
exercises the jurisdiction of the High Court to wind up com- 
panies. As we stated last week, the new arrangement will not 
throw any additional work upon the existing bankruptcy regis- 
trars, since the winding-up work is to be attached to a specially- 
appointed “ winding-up registrar.” By the second part of rule 
2, however, any bankruptcy registrar may act for the registrar 
to whom the winding-up business is for the time being attached. 

The matters to be heard before the judge in open court are, 
by rule 3, as follows :—(a) Petitions; (4) appeals from the Board 
of Trade and official receiver ; (c) applications by the Board of 
Trade under section 15 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 
1890 ; (d) applications for committal for contempt; and (¢) such 
other matters as the judge may from time to time direct. The 
same rule provides that examinations under section 115 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, are to be held before the registrar in 
chambers unless the judge otherwise directs. This rule is in 
substitution for rule 4 of the rules of 1890, which is annulled. 
Rule 4 empowers the registrar, subject to the directions of the 
judge, to hear any application which may be heard in chambers, 
and provides for the adjournment of applications from chambers 
to court, and vice versd. The latter part of this rule corresponds 
with rule 9 of the Bankruptcy Rules. Rule 6 of the Winding- 
up Rules, 1890, contains a similar provision with regard to pro- 
ceedings in a court other than the Figh Court. 

Rule 5 provides that applications in court, other than peti- 
tions, are to be made by motion on two days’ notice, and that 
applications in chambers, other than ¢x parte applications, are to 
be made by summons. 

Rule 6 prescribes the form in which proceedings are to be in- 
tituled, and corresponds with rule 7 of the rules of 1890 and 
rule 10 of the Bankruptcy Rules. 

Rule 7 (written or printed proceedings) and rule 8 (process to 
be sealed) are adapted from rules 11 and 14 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules ively. 

Rules 9 and 10 deal respectively with the issue of summonses 
and the drawing up of orders. 

Rule 11 provides that all the proceedings to which the rules 
apply shall be kept and remain of record in the office of the 
registrar in one continuous file, and that no proceeding in any 
ok matter to which the rules apply shall be filed in the 


Rule 12 makes provision for the supply of office copies of 
documents by the registrar, and corresponds with rule 16 of the 
Bankruptcy Rules. 

Rule 13 provides that a warrant of arrest issued under rule 76 
of the rules of 1890, in the case of any person failing to attend 
for public examination, shall be issued from the Central Office 
pursuant to an order of the judge directing such issue. 

Rule 14 empowers the judge, when a winding-up order has 
been made, to order the transfer to himself of any action pend- 
ing in any other court or division brought or continued by or 
against the company, and authorizes the registrar, in the case of 
a transfer to the judge, to deal with applications which, if the 
action had not been transferred, would have been heard in 
chambers. The rule, however, contains a proviso that nothing 
in the rule, or in ord. 49, r. 5, of the R. 8. C., shall authorize 
the transfer of any action by a mortgagee or dehenture-holder 
for the purpose of realizing his security nor the transfer of any 
action which is not brought to enforce payment of a debt or 
demand provable in the winding up. 

Rule 15 requires a petition to the High Court to which the 
rules apply to he presented at the office of the registrar, who 








will appoint the time and place at which the petition is to be to found a costly institution merely to provide against them. 


heard. Notice of the time and place for hearing the petition 
must be written on the petition and the sealed copies thereof. 

By rule 15 applications to the Board of Trade for the purpose 
of ascertaining and getting in moneys payable into the Bank of 
England are to be dealt with by the judge upon motion. 

In proceedings for the winding up of a company under the 
supervision of the court, or the voluntary winding up of a com- 
pany, the rules contained in the Chancery Order, dated the 11th 
of November, 1862, are, with the necessary modifications, to be 
applied (rule 17). 

Passing on to the rules relating to winding up matters 
generally, rule 18 requires a petitioner, not less than two days 
before the day appointed for hearing the petition, to attend 
before the registrar and satisfy him that the petition has been 
duly advertised, that the prescribed affidavits have been filed, 
and that the rules have been duly complied with. This rule is 
an exact reproduction of rule 1 of the cage. Hag Rules of 
February, 1891, whilst rules 19-24 reproduce rules 2-7 of the 
rules of 1891. 

Rule 25 provides that at a meeting of creditors or contribu- 
tories a resolution shall be deemed to be passed when a majority 
in number or value of the creditors or contributories present, 

ersonally or by proxy, have voted in favour of the resolution. 
his rule is in substitution for rule 53 of the rules of 1890, 
which is annulled. 

Rules 26 and 27 deal with public examinations. Rule 26 
provides that the examination shall be held before the judge, 
with a proviso that the judge may direct it to be held before the 
registrar or any of the persons mentioned in section 9 (8) of the 
Winding-up Act. Rule 27 enacts that the depositions taken at 
a public examination are to be admissible in evidence in pro- 
ceedings under section 10 of the Act, provided that, before such 
depositions are used, notice of the intention to use them must be 
given to the person against whom it is proposed to put them in 
evidence, who is to have power to cross-examine or re-examine, 
as the case may be. 

Rule 28 provides that no payments in respect of bills or 
charges of solicitors, managers, accountants, auctioneers, brokers, 
or other persons are to be allowed out of the assets without 
proof that they have been considered and allowed by the regis- 
trar. 

Proxies are dealt with in rule 30. Rule 31 provides for the 
keeping of the file of proceedings in courts other than the High 
Court. Rules 32 and 33 regulate the inspection of the file and 
the use thereof by the Board of Trade and the official receiver. 

Certain consequential modifications are made in the rules of 
1890, and the whole of rules 4, 53, 72, 119, 145, and 146 are 
annulled, whilst the rules of February, 1891, are repealed in 
their entirety. 

With regard to the Forms, the lst Form, ‘General Title 
(High Court),” is new. Forms 2-6 appeur to be reproductions 
of the forms issued in February, 1891. The remaining six 
forms are new. 





SOME CONSIDERATIONS WITH REFERENCE TO 
THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 


II. 


Before inquiring further into the prospect of the scheme’s 
success, it may be advisable to look into the reasons advanced 
by its promoters in its favour; because the extreme inadequacy 
of these reasons contributes very much to the anticipation of its 
failure. It appears that the benevolent authors of the scheme 
have been much troubled in mind by the difficulty*which is ex- 
perienced in finding private trustees and by the risk of loss to 
which trust funds are exposed in theirhands. These two reasons 
appear to constitute their whole argument; and the likelihood 
of success must, by their own shewing, be held to depend in a 
great measure upon the degree of strength which it presents 
when rightly examined. 

Nearly all this talk about the difficulty of finding trustees, to 


| use one of Bentley’s amenities, is mere dream and delusion. 


Such cases may occur here and there, but they are quite the 
exception and not at all the rule, and it is not at all worth while 
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What is likely to be the financial condition of the office if it 
should find its business restricted to these cases, which are 
almost always, if not always, small trusts, of which the official 
administration could not be made self-supporting unless upon a 
scale of taxation which would raise an outcry? Not only has 
such difficulty as exists been greatly exaggerated, but there is 
also good reason to expect that it will tend rather to grow less 
than greater. There is very seldom, if ever, any difficulty ex- 
perienced, among persons of good social position, in finding 
among their friends and connections suitable trustees for their 
settlements. Any difficulty which occurs is practically confined 
to trifling settlements, and even then only upon the appointment 
of new trustees. Even in these cases the proposed remedy, 
which is much the same thing as allowing the fund to be paid 
into court and administered there, is of a doubtful complexion ; 
and if upon mature consideration the Government came to the 
conclusion that the advantages of such a course exceed the dis- 
advantages, it would surely have been much better, instead of 
incurring the vast expense of setting up a new establishment, to 
have made use of the one which is ready totheir hand. It wouid 
surely have been much better to have proposed a short and 
simple Bill, permitting all persons having trust funds in their 
hands, where the amount does not exceed a prescribed limit, to 
pay them into court as a matter of right. Here, however, there 
is no need to go into the merits of such a proposal, beyond 
pointing out its obvious merit above the present scheme in 
saving a large initial outlay. 

Recent legislation, especially the Trustee Act, 1888, has done 
much to ameliorate the hardships of the trustee’s position, 
which were a legitimate subject of complaint ; and there seems 
to be a reasonable prospect that such difficulty as has sometimes 
been experienced in finding suitable persons willing to act, will 
tend in the future rather to diminish than to increase; and the 
suggestion may be made, that perhaps further progress might 
be effected in this direction, if private trustees were allowed a 
reasonable remuneration for their trouble. An arrangement of 
this kind is the practice in Scotland and in some of the colonies ; 
and it is believed to work not unsatisfactorily. Some difficulty 
might no doubt be found in fixing the scale; but there is no 
reason to suppose that this would be any harder than fixing the 
scale of fees to be claimed by the public trustee, a task which 
the Lord Chancellor, assisted by the Treasury, is apparently 
willing to undertake. 

Then comes the question as to the insecurity of trust funds 
in the hands of private trustees; and this question, as soon 
as it is examined, is seen to yield the same result: the 
conclusion, namely, that the proposals of the Government are 
out of all proportion to the magnitude of the evil. What 
is the ratio between the total amount of the trust property in 
the kingdom, and that part of it which is annually lost by 
breach of trust? Here, be it observed, we are concerned only 
with property which is actually lost, property which cannot be 
recovered back from the defaulting trustees; for when the trus- 
tees are solvent, and can be compelled to replace the abstracted 
funds, the damage suffered is not grave. It appears by a return 
made on the 10th of August, 1885, to an order of the House of 
Commons, that the total capital or capitalized value of all property, 
both real and personal, in the United Kingdom, was estimated* 
by the Treasury at between nine and ten thousand millions of 
pounds. The fraction of this huge amount which probably comes 
under the general designation of “ trust property ” is by no means 
infinitesimally small. To many persons qualified to express an 
opinion, the estimate that one-tenth of the whole is in some way 
held upon or subject to trusts, might seem not unreasonable. 
Suppose we take one-twentieth ; this estimate would give aa 
amount of about five hundred millions as the aggregate of the 
trust property in the kingdom. What proportion of this does 
the reader suppose to be lost annually (and lost irrecoverably, 
for if replaced it is practically not lost) by breaches of trust ? 
Let him form his own estimate; and then let him consider 
whether the proposals of the Government do not look rather 
like seeking to save a small sum by spending a large one. 


Moreover, there is no certain assurance that the Bill, if 





* No doubt this estimate is to a considerable extent based upon conjecture ; but for the 
purposes of the t ment, minute accuracy is not . Any reasonable 
luction which is made will leave the general conclusion untouched. 








passed, would diminish the amount lost by breaches of trust; 
for it might very well happen that these cases, which are rare 
and exceptional, would not be included among those which 
would get into the hands of the public trustee. The recent case 
of Mr. Hasrrnas, which suggests an inviting topic to the Bill’s 
advocates, affords an illustration of this probability. If we 
may believe the unfortunate gentleman’s statement, he had pro- 
posed, and even urged, some time before entering upon the 
course which ended in his ruin, that a second trustee should be 
appointed to act with himself, which proposal, if it had been 
adopted, would have prevented the loss of the fund; but he 
stated that the proposal was opposed by the beneficiaries, and 
abandoned in consequence of that opposition. The beneficiaries 
who objected to the appointment of a second trustee would pro- 
bably have objected more strongly, and certainly with better 
reason, to the appointment of the public trustee. 

Delay and expense are not the only disadvantages that will 
be incurred by beneficiaries whose affairs are managed by the 
public trustee. Under the existing practice it not unfrequently 
happens that private trustees, who are personally inclined to 
shew a benevolent consideration, are willing to run some techni- 
cal risk in order to secure a considerable advantage for their 
beneficiaries. For example, executors (and it is to be remem- 
bered that the Bill embraces executorships as well as trusts) will 
sometimes, at their own risk, carry on a testator’s business for a 
time, in order to gain the advantage of selling it as a ‘‘ going 
concern.” If experience may be trusted, a public official would 
never make these concessions ; and, indeed, he could not reason- 
ably, unless under very unusual circumstances, be expected to 
do so. 

These considerations are ominous of failure much more than 
of success; but before their full force can be seen, a further 
element must be taken into account. The Government must be 
very ill-informed if they are not aware that their proposal is not 
viewed by the legal profession with a favourable eye. A few 
preliminary words are needed on this head ; because it is the 
regular practice of the sect of the faddists to charge the failure 
of their impracticable schemes upon ‘the hostility of solicitors,” 
and to insinuate that this opposition is due only to motives of 
self-interest. There is much reason to believe that the solicitors 
are, perhaps without exception, certainly with very few excep- 
tions, strongly opposed to the scheme; and the general public 
are, of course, justified in considering whether self-interest 
supplies the probable motive, when they find a large body of 
professional men opposed to any proposal which in any way 
touches their profession. But this kind of suspicion, which 
begins only in a natural prejudice, becomes very unfair if it is 
persisted in only upon that ground. There is much reason 
to suppose that, so far as any pecuniary or merely selfish 
interests are concerned, the solicitors might regard the 
Bill with perfect equanimity: if the Bill should pass, the 
event will probably prove that any fears which might have been 
entertained had very little foundation. But, assuming the fact 
to be otherwise, when did it become the duty of a professional 
man to approve of and promote a bad Bill, merely because 
he thought it likely to injure himself? However this may be, 
there is in truth no need to resort to this hypothesis in order to 
explain the alleged opposition. The truth is that solicitors, who 
are familiar with the administration of trusts, and are acutely 
conscious of the pleasant ways of Government departments, are - 
so filled with horror at the prospect of constant applications to a 
branch of Somerset House with reference to the sort of questions 
with which they are constantly required to deal, that they would 
probably consent to any reasonable pecuniary sacrifice in order 
to escape so great a calamity for their clients as well as for them- 
selves. And here we may plausibly find the true explanation of 
the suggestion that solicitors fear the proposed scheme on 
account of their own interests. It is not their pecuniary interests 
which are in question, but something else. It has 
forgotten by the benevolent projectors of the scheme, that the 
person who will have to bear the brunt of its vexatious conse- 
quences is the unfortunate family solicitor. It is he who will be 
constantly pestered by his clients, and upon whom will be thrown 
all the blame of the slow, clumsy, and expensive working of the 
new system. Would it be very wonderful if, with a lively sense 
of all this before their eyes, solicitors should fail to weloome so 
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pleasing a prospect? and would they not, in taking this view, be 
acting in the interests of their clients quite as obviously as in 
their own ? 

It might with much plausibility be maintained that, if 
solicitors were disposed to regard in the first place their own 

uniary interests, these would be promoted rather than injured 
by the proposed scheme. Surely it is the solicitors who must be 
the first (if not the only) persons to derive profit from any scheme 
for making the practice of the law slow, clumsy, and expensive ; 
and it would be their pockets into which the costs of conducting 
the inevitable proceedings before the Public Trustee would go. 
When rightly viewed, the opposition of the solicitors is seen to 
be conspicuous evidence in favour of their disinterestedness so 
far as mere money questions are concerned, and of their care for 
the interests committed to them by their clients. 

Of course it might be urged that the solicitors are all 
mistaken: that they know nothing about the administration of 
trusts, or that-they cannot tell the difference between what is 
convenient and what is inconvenient. But it would be difficult 
to convince them all that this is the case; and pending the 
accomplishment of this feat, they can hardly be expected to 
exert themselves to bring about the accomplishment of the evils 
which they anticipate. Which things being so, does there not 
seem to be much probability that the Public Trustee, if he should 
be established, will find his activity restricted to the cases, not 
likely to be very numerous, in which he is appointed as a new 
trustee of unimportant settlements, and the cases, likely to be 
very few indeed, in which he is appointed by a settlor or testator 
in opposition to the advice of his solicitor? And does there 
seem to be any probability that the office can be made self- 
supporting upon this basis? The result will be that the public 
purse will find itself burdened with another costly and almost 
useless institution. And this will be likely to lead to further 
developments of an injudicious kind. The Government, feeling 
themselves bound to justify the existence of their new official, 
will be likely to look about in all directions in search of pretexts 
to extend the sphere of his activity ; and these extensions being, 
from the nature of the case, not originally prompted by any 
sense of their intrinsic merits, but rather by the necessity of pro- 
viding an army of officials with something to do, may perhaps 
not unreasonably be expected to servo better for show than for 
use. 
Nobody doubts that the Government are full of excellent 
intentions, but they seem to have failed in sense of proportion 
and the adaptation of means to ends: like the affectionate bear 
who drove off the troublesome fly by hitting his friend the hermit 
a tremendous blow on the nose. If, indeed, they had proposed 
to establish the Public Trustee to serve as a mere depositary of 
trust funds, a sort of sleeping partner or colleague of the private 
trustees, who could act promptly and without formal evidence 
oe direction, some of the objections to which their 

e is now open would fall to the ground. The grave 
questions would still remain, whether it would be worth while 
to establish such a functionary, and whether his establishment 
would attract sufficient business to become self-supporting ; but 
there would be no ground to anticipate that the people who were 
compelled to have dealings with him would find him in practice 
an intolerable nuisance. Only a very sanguine man would 
anticipate any distinguished degree of success for such a scheme, 
but one great obstacle to success, probably an insuperable 
obstacle, would be removed. Here, however, it must be remem- 
bered that the trust funds would remain as much as ever in the 
power of the private trustee or trustees; and all that part of the 
argument in favour of the Bill, which is derived from the 
su security to be provided for trust funds, ceases to be 

icable to the case. . 
from the fundamental objections, which go to the root 
of whole scheme, the Bill, in the shape in which it was 
introduced during the last session, contains some details which 


supply further grounds of objection, and would be likely to | 


its success, if success had not been made practically 


a without them. The Public Trustee is to have power | 
i y to refuse to accept a trust; and this power cannot 
fail to deter testators from naming him as trustee and thus | 





testator’s lifetime ; because the Public Trustee, unlike a private 
trustee, would certainly not give his consont unless he was 
allowed to read the will ; and testators generally entertain a rooted 
objection against allowing their wills to be read in their life- 
time. Again, some of the Bill’s provisions involve very 
improper interference with private rights. It is proposed to 
enable the Public Trustee to be registered as the owner of stocks 
and shares in companies, while his liability is restricted to the 
amount of the trust property. The result will be that com- 
panies which have power to refuse to register transfers of shares, 
will frequently refuse to allow the Public Trustee to be entered 
on their books; and in other cases there will be formed two 
classes of shares—those in the hands of the shareholders and 
those in the hands of the Public Trustee—and, with regard to 
the latter, there may be no property available to meet the 
common burdens to which all the shares are properly liable. 
But it is not necessary to enlarge upon topics of this kind; 
because the removal of them would do nothing to remove those 
fundamental objections in comparison with which they are of too 
trivial importance to deserve notice. 

It is a general characteristic of these impracticable schemes 
of the Government, that they are introduced and advocated by 
people who have little practical acquaintance with tiie matters 
with which they are dealing. It is quite possiblo that the 
member of the Government who is responsible for the intro- 
duction of the scheme is a man of high ability, endowed with 
many and universally acknowledged virtues, talents, and accom- 
plishments; but there is no reason to suppose that he knows 
any more about the administration of trusts than any other 
gentleman in the kingdom. He, then, knowing of his own 
knowledge nothing or next to nothing about the matter, and 
being assured, as he is, by all or nearly all of the men who have 
spent their lives in the transaction of such business, that his 
scheme, so far as it might be adopted in practice, would prove 
to be a mere nuisance and would work little but mischief, comes 
before us with the assurance (which all will readily accept) that 
his sole motive is his confident belief that he is acting for the 
public benefit. Really, if this is the whole explanation of the 
scheme’s origin, somebody will seem to many people to be dis- 
playing an extraordinary reliance upon the infallibility of his 
own private judgment. 

It is not impossible that some people will think that they see 
in these considerations some hint of the true motives which have 
induced the Government to father this measure, a question which 
at first sight seems to be well-nigh inscrutable. No doubt they 
honestly hope to do some good; but the Bill in its present shape 
is so very ill-adapted to improve the administration of trusts, and 
the balance of expert opinion is on this point so heavily against 
them, that they can hardly expect to be taken seriously if they 
pretend that this was their sole motive. Nor is it easy to 
suppose them influenced chiefly by the common craving of the 
politician after votes ; for there is no probability that the Bill 
will gain them a single vote, while there is much probability 
that it will lose them a good many. In practical politics men 
ought never to forget the maxim, Cui dolet, meminit, cui placet, 
obliviscitur. May not the surmise perhaps be admissible, that the 
Bill has its true origin rather in financial than in administrative 
considerations? If a member of the Government, in reliance 
upon his sole opinion, has devised this scheme solely for the 
improvement of the administration of trusts, he might appear to 
some people to be displaying something beyond a just degree of 
self-confidence. But the case would 8 quite altered if some 
financial authority, perhaps the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
should turn out to be the true author of the scheme; and to have 
devised it with a view rather to finance than to administration. 
Mr. Goschen may, or may not, be a great authority upon the 
administration of trusts; but there can be little doubt that upon 
all questions of finance he is the greatest authority in the 
kingdom. His acute perception of the financial aspects of the 
scheme may have hse blinded his judgment to its 
administrative defects. He may somewhat = have assumed 
that the scheme is assured of a very great measure of practical 
success, which would mean the accumulation of huge sums in the 
hands of a Government official and the investment of them in 


ing the risk of inconvenience in case of his refusal. It is no | Government stocks; and this might have an important bearing, 


reply to say that his consent might perhaps be obtained in the | for example, upon future schemes for conversion. It may be the 
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case that such an idea, if it could be realized, might tend to the 


Formation, Management, and Winding Up of Joint-Stock Com: 


advantage of the country; but there seems to be little prospect | By Wim11Am JorpANn, Registration and Parliamentary — ys 


that any such idea can be realized through the present scheme. 
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REVIEWS. 
REAL PROPERTY. 


Tue LAW OF REAL PROPERTY, CHIEFLY IN RELATION TO Con- 
VEYANCING. By H. W. Cuauuis, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Second EpiTion. Reeves & Turner. 


The present edition is an improvement on its predecessor In such 
a book there are necessarily some doubtful points, and others that 
have been overlooked. Mr. Challis has spared no pains to perfect his 
work. In the present edition he has caught every point we had noted 
in the first edition as requiring consideration. 

A good example of this occurs at p. 210, where the author discusses 
the rules of descent at common law. After stating the rule as laid 
down in the books, ‘‘ By the common law the descent of hereditaments 
is traced from the person who, under the title in fee simple, last died 
seised thereof,” the author states a very important exception which 
was not given in the first edition, ‘‘ Except in the case of one coming 
in by purchase, when it is traced from the purchaser; and, therefore, 
in the case of a purchase by way of remainder, so far as regards any 
descent occurring during the continuance of the particular estate, the 
descent is necessarily traced from one having only a seisin in law; 
because in such a case the descent of the remainder must be traced 
from the remainderman, who is the only person having any title at 
all; and he cannot acquire seisin in deed, because there can be no 
seisin in deed of a remainder.”” This exception to the rule is of great 
importance ; it shews how the descent of the fee is traced where the 
fee is in remainder strictly so called. 

The discussion, at p. 174, of the obscure and difficult question 
whether a common law condition in defeasance of an estate of freehold 
is within the rule against perpetuities, in the sense that it is void if it 
may defeat the estate at a time more remote than is allowed by that 
rule, is full of learning. Mr. Challis is of opinion that the rules 
relating to common law conditions had been settled for some cen- 
turies before the rule against perpetuities had been thought of; but 
he comes to the conclusion that conveyancers cannot be advised, in 
the absence of express judicial decision, to rely in practice upon the 
conclusion that common law conditions are not within the rule against 
cs a a In considering Mr. Challis’s arguments, it should be 

rne in mind that, although in theory the common law has 
existed without change since the time of legal memory, in fact this is 
not the case. But as soon as a decision is made which, in fact, alters 
the common law, the theory is that the law as altered has always 
existed, and that the prior decisions stating the law as it existed in 
fact at the time when they were made, are erroneous. 

We wish that in the limits of this review we could give more ex- 
tracts from Mr. Challis’s book; it is impossible to open it without 
being instructed. In these days when it is the fashion, even (we 
grieve to say) among judges, to consider that law is a mere matter of 
opinion ; that it little signifies what decision is given so long as it is 
given quickly, Mr. Challis’s book will be very useful. To the 
lawyer whose opponent is capable of appreciating the difficulties of 
real property law, it is a storehouse of argument. 





CONVEYANCING, 


GrIBson AND McLEAN’s STUDENTS’ CONVEYANCING. BEING SPECIALLY 
INTENDED FOR THE USE OF CANDIDATES AT THE FINAL AND 
Honours EXAMINATIONS OF THE LAW Socrety. Turrp Eprrion. 
By the Authors and ARTHUR WELDON, Solicitor. The “ Law 
Notes” Publishing Offices. 


The first five parts of this work deal in succession with sales, mort- 
gages, leases, settlements, and wills. The sixth includes some mis- 
aneous subjects, among them being partnership deeds, disentailing 
assurances, and appointments under powers. It thus forms a com- 
prehensive manual of conveyancing for students. The law appears 
to be accurately stated, and the cases from which it is taken are well 
selected. But, considering the quantity of matter to be dealt with, 
accuracy of statement uires to be accompanied by other qualities 
to make the book serviceable to the reader. Systematic arrangement 
and clearness of style are indispensable, and in these respects also the 
authors have done their work very well. The present edition, we 
anticipate, will be quite as acceptable as its predecessors. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 
A Digest of Principles of the Law of Contracts. By S. Martin 


F. GorE-BrowneE, Barrister-at-Law. Fifteenth Edition, 
Sons. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
CHARLESWORTH v. MILLS—4ith April. 
Brit or Sate—TRANsSFER OF Property—Possession. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal (Lindley and 
Lopes, L.JJ., Lord Esher, M.R., dissenting), reported 39 W. R. 1, 25 
Q. B. D. 421. The goods of one Wilson were seized by the sheriff's 
officer under an execution. On the 9th of December, 1887, Wilson applied 
to the appellant Charlesworth, an auctioneer, to pay the sheriff out, and 
he agreed to do so, provided the goods seized were of sufficient value, and 
also that the sheriff’s officer, by his bailiff, should continue in n, 
not for the sheriff, but for Charlesworth. The sheriff's officer agreed, and 
the sheriff was paid out; the bailiff, as arranged, remaining in possession. 
Wilson then gave Charlesworth a letter, which was as follows :—‘* Decem! 

9, 1887.—Mr. Charlesworth, Auctioneer, Hull.—Sir,—In consideration of 
your paying the sheriff's officer £62 15s. 1d., I hereby authorize and 
request you to hold possession of my furniture and effects now on the 
premises, No. 2, Pendrill-street, Hull, and to sell the whole by auction 
as socn as convenient, and after deducting the above amount and your 
charges, pay over the balance (if any) to me.—Yours truly, H. P. Witsox.”” 
On the 10th of December Wilson executed a bill of sale to the respondent 
Mills, who knew nothing of the seizure, nor of the arrangement with 
Charlesworth; and the bill of sale was duly registered. Un 

aware of this Charlesworth moved and sold the goods. The respondent 
Mills sought to recover their value from the appellant, and Day, J., gave 
judgment for him. The majority of the Court of Appeal, affirming the 
court below, held that the letter was essential to the proof of Charles- 
worth’s title ; that it was a bill of sale, and void. The House reversed this 
decision. ‘ 

Lord Hatsrnury, C., said that but for the judgments in the court 
below he should have thought this was a clear case. The ba was 
that possession should be changed, and this was done. The instrument 
relied on did not purport to pass the property. The debtor had trans- 
ferred the property in the goods to Charlesworth in consideration of the 
advance made for the purpose of paying out the sheriff's officer, who 
was in actual possession of the goods at the time, and it was 
between the parties that the sheriff's officer should remain in of 
the property on bebalf of Charlesworth. It had been admitted that the 
possession by the sheriff's officer was equally good in both cases, but it 
was contended on behalf of the respondent that the document in question 
was a bill of sale within the meaning of the Act, and that, the conditions 
of the statute not having been complied with, the transaction between the 
appellant and the debtor was null and void. In his opinion the document 
in question was in no sense a bill of sale, inasmuch as 1t did not transfer 
the property. The possession of the mongoe | had passed to Charlesworth 
before the document came into existence, and the case was identical with 
one in which goods were sent to an auctioneer’s rooms for sale, and he 
was authorized to deduct any advances he had made upon them from their 
proceeds. In his opinion the decision of the court below was wrong and 
must be reversed. a 

Lord Watson said that the case was not distinguishable from Er parte 
Hubbard (35 W. R. 329, 16 Q. B. D. 532), and that the instrument relied 
on did not constitute the title under which possession was given. 

Lords Herscuett, Morris, Frecp, and Hanxen concurred.—Covnssgt, 
Witt, Q.C., and Montague Lush; A, Statham and Dyer. Soxrcrrors, 
Pritchard § Sons, for Locking § Holditch, Hull ; Cotton & Son, for J. H. Green, 


Hull. 
[Reported by C. H. Grarrox, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Court of Appeal. 


Re JOHNSON—No. 2, 8th April. 


Pracricp—Lancastsr Patatixe Court or Cuancery—Ssxvice or Notice _ 
or Decree on Persons ovt or Jurisprcrron or Patatine Covrt ser 
within Jvurispictrion or Supreme Covrr—Covrr or CHANCERY oF 
Lancaster Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vier. c. 82), s. 8. 


A decree for administration of the estate of a deceased person had been 
made in the above suit by the Vice-Chancellor of the Lancaster Palatine 
Court of Chancery, and an inquiry had been directed as to the next-of-kin 
of the deceased. The registrar of the Palatine Court had directed the 
plaintiff's solicitor to serve notice of the decree on all s interested, 
and some of these resided out of the jurisdiction of the Palatine 
Court, but within be jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. The plain 
accordingly now moved ex perte for leave to serve notice of the decree on 
the persons interested who resided out of the jurisdiction of the Palatine 
Court. The application was made under section 8 of the Court of Chancery 
of Lancaster Act, 1854, which enacts that ‘in = cases in which any 
rson who may be a necessary or proper party to anysuit . . . in 
the Court of Chance of the said County Palatine shall not be subject to 
the jurisdiction of said court, it shall be lawful for the Court of 
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such service, as may be proper, be effected upon such person out of the 
jurisdiction of the said court of the said County Palatine; and such 
application shall be made either cr parte, or upon such notice as the said 
Court of Appeal shall think fit.”’ 

Tue Court (Linney, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) granted the application. 
—CovunszL, J. C. Priestley. Soxtcrrors, Godden § Creeke, for J. A. Ledgard, 
Manchester. 

{Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


YOUNG v. THOMAS—No. 2, 8th April. 


Practice—Costs—Morion ror JUDGMENT IN DEFAULT oF DErENCE—PoWER 
oF JUDGE TO REFUSE PxLarntirr’s Costs—APpPEAL witH LeavE—Nown- 
INTERFERENCE BY CovurT oF APPEAL WiTtH JupGE’s DiscreTiIon—Jvnica- 
TurE Act, 1873, s. 49—R. 8. C., XXVIL., 11; LXYV., 1. 

In this case the plaintiffs had brought five actions, substantially for 
ejectment, in respect of five undivided shares in three separate estates, 
and they also claimed declarations of title and accounts of rents and 
profits. The several defendants had appeared and called for statements 
of claim, which were accordingly delivered. The defendants having made 
default in delivering any defences, the plaintiffs moved for judgment 
under ord. 27, r. 11, which provides that ‘‘if the defendant makes 
default in delivering a defence, the plaintiff may set down the action on 
motion for judgment, and such judgment shall be given as upon the 
s.atement of claim the court or a judge shall consider the plaintiff 
entitled to.”” The judge in the court below, on the hearing of the motion, 
gave judgment for the plaintiffs for the relief claimed by the statements 
of claim against the several defendants; but he refused to give the plain- 
tiffs any costs of action up to the hearing of the motion, and as the plain- 
tiffs’ counsel thereupon took the objection that the judge had no jurisdic- 
tion, when giving judgment in their favour under ord. 27, r. 11, to 
disallow their costs, the judge gave the plaintiffs leave to appeal, under 
section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, against such disallowance. On the 
hearing of the appeal it was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that, in 
the absence of any misconduct on the part of the plaintiffs, the judge had 
no jurisdiction to disallow the plaintiffs their costs when giving judgment 
for them under ord. 27, r. 11, and the observations of Jessel, M.R., in 
Cooper V. Whittingham (15 Ch. D. 501) were relied on. It was also con- 
tended that the judge, in dealing even with the question of costs, was 
bound, under ord. 27, r. 11, to consider only the matters alleged in the 
statement of claim, and could not take into consideration anything outside 
it: Smith v. Buchan (36 W. R. 631); and that as the judge in the court 
below had, in determining to disallow the costs, taken into consideration 
matters outside the statements of claim, he had not exercised a judicial 
discretion, and had misapprehended the facts of the case. 

Tue Covrr (Lixpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.), without calling on the 
respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

Lrvoiey, L.J., said that rule 11 of order 27 was not the only rule to be 
considered in reference to the question before them. Ord. 65, r. 1, should 
also be considered. That rule was specifically addressed to the question 
of costs, and it provided that, ‘‘ subject to the provisions of the Acts and 
these rules, the custs of and incident to all proceedings in the Supreme 
Court . . shall be in the discretion of the court or judge.””’ The 
Pp interpretation to be put on rule 11 of order 27 was that, so far as 
the relief claimed by a plaintiff was concerned, the judge was to look to 
the statement of claim and to nothing else; but there was nothing in that 
rule to deprive the judge of the discretion as to costs given him by rule 1 
of order 65; the judge had as much discretion as to costs in a case coming 
under rule 11 of order 27 as in any other case. Even on an appeal with 
leave under section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, it was not the duty of 
the Court of Appeal to review the discretion as to costs exercised by the 
judge, for that would be to substitute their discretion for that of the judge 
helow. If the judge had proceeded upon some erroneous view of law, and 
had not really exercised his discretion at all, then the Court of Appeal, 
even without leave, could review his decision as to costs. That had been 
pointed out recently in cases of appeals from the Divorce Division : Robert- 
am ‘. Robertson (6 P.D.119) and Russell v. Russell (ante, p. 346). That, 
however, was not the case in the present instance; the judge had exer- 
cised his discretion in depriving the plaintiffs of their costs, and the Court 
of Appeal would decline to review that discretion. 

Bowex, L.J., was of the same opinion. Although the Court of Appeal 
was clothed with power to entertain the appeal under section 49 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, still, in considering the appeal, the court thould pro- 
ceed on the lines laid down by the Judicature Act and the rules. Those 
lines were clearly indicated in the case of Gilbert v. Hudlestone (33 W. R. 
$32, 28 Ch. D. 549), in which it was stated that ‘‘ where an appeal from an 
order as to costs which ure left by law to the discretion of the judge is 
brought by leave of the judge under section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
the Court of Appeal will still have regard to the discretion of the judge, 
and will not overrule his order unless there has been a disregard of prin- 
ciple or misapprehension of facts.’’ In the present case there was certainly 
no disregard of facts nor misapprehension of principle, unless the judge had 
put a wrong construction on ord. 27,r.11. The judge thought that he had 
power, in giving judgment under that rule, to deprive the plaintiff of costs. 
The question was whether that rule prohibited that. The rule said that 
if the defendant made default in delivering a defence, the plaintiff might 
set down the action on motion for judgment, “and such judgment shall 








be given as upon the statement of claim the court or a judge shall consider | 
the 


to be entitled to.” It was argued that, having regard to 

those words, the judge could not for any purpose—even for costse—look 
outside the statement of claim. In his lordship’s opinion that was not so. 
The object of the rule, which was a very salutary one, was that, so far as 
the rights of the partics to the litigation, the statement of claim 

alone should be looked to; and the reason for that was that the defendant, 





by not delivering a defence, had not challenged the facts as alleged in the 
statement of claim, and must be taken to have admitted them; and if the 
rule were construed in any other way unnecessary delay and expense 
would result. In Smith v. Buchan (836 W. R. 631) Kay, J., had said that 
in cases under ord. 27, r. 11, no evidence beyond the pleadings themselves 
could be accepted, but the learned judge was there referring only to 
evidence relating to the issue in the suit, and to the matters alleged in the 
statement of claim. Ord. 27, r. 11, should be read in connection with ord. 
65, r. 1, and it did not interfere with any general power over costs given 
to the judge by the Judicature Acts and the rules. So far as regarded 
the materials contained in the statement of claim, the judge was prevented 
under ord. 27, r. 11, from looking outside the statement of claim, but as to 
costs, he had the same power to dea] with them asif the defendant hud 
appeared before him at the trial. The judge, therefore, had the same 
jurisdiction to deal with costs in a case under ord. 27, r. 11, as he had in 
any other case. 

Kay, LJ., concurred.—Counsext, Cutler, Q.C., and Oswald; Upjohn, 
Soticrrors, Adrian Young ; Thomas White § Sons. 

{Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


GREEN v. MARSH—No. 2, 9th April. 


Birt or Sate—ReGistrRaTION—MortTGAGE—ATTORNMENT CLAUSE—SECRET 
Power or Distress—Biits or Sate Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), s. 6 
— Brits or Satz Act (1878) AmMenpment Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), 
ss. 3, 8, 9. 

The plaintiff in this case had let an organ to Wilson under a hiring 
agreement, dated the 18th of May, 1887, upon the terms that Wilson 
should pay a sum of £60 by quarterly instalments, and that in default of 
payment of any one instalment for twenty-one days the plaintiff should 
be entitled to resume possession. Wilson took the organ to his house. 
He had previously, in 1886, mortgaged this house to Rickatson for £5,000 
and interest at five per cent. ‘he mortgage contained an attornment 
clause whereby the mortgagor, being in occupation of the house, agreed 
to become tenant to the mortgagee at a rent of £250, the amount of the 
interest, to be paid quarterly, and an express power of distress was given 
in case of nonpayment. In January, 1890, a letter was written by Wilson 
to the mortgagee, making the rent payable by weekly instalments of £5, 
acknowledging that there was at the time an arrear of £200 of rent due, 
and undertaking to deliver up possession on four weeks’ notice. Neither 
the mortgage nor this letter was registered under the Bills of Sale Act. 
In September, 1890, when two instalments of the payment for the organ 
were due, a distress was put in by the mortgagee, under which the 
organ was seized and sold. The present action was brought for conversion 
against the auctioneer and the purchaser of the organ. Wright, J., 
decided in favour of the plaintiff. The defendants appealed. Counsel for 
the appellants contended that they were within the proviso of section 6 of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, and that the word ‘‘ demise ’’ does not include 
an attornment clause. They cited Re Willis, Ex parte Kennedy (36 W. Rh. 
793, 21 Q. B. D. 384), Re Stockton Iron Furnace Co, (27 W. R. 433, 10 Ch. D. 
335), Hill v. East and West India Dock Co. (32 W. R. 925, 9 App. Cas. 448). 
Counsel for the respondent were not called upon. 

The written judgment of Tue Covrr (Lord Hatsrury, C., and Linpiey 
and Kay, L.JJ.), was delivered by 

Kay, L.J., as follows :—The plaintiff sues the defendants to recover this 
organ, or for damages. It was argued that she had no right to sue 
because the organ was not hers. This argument fails. The property 
would not pass under the hire and purchase agreement until all instal- 
ments of the purchase-money were paid, and these instalments were not all 
paid at the time of the distress. Then it is said that the instrument under 
which this distress was made was void under the provisions of the statutes 
of 1878 and 1882 relating to bills of sale. The case comes clearly within 
section 6 of the Act of 1878, unless excepted by the proviso at the end of 
that section. The first words of that section, ‘‘ Every attornment, instru- 


| ment, or agreement not being a mining lease,’’ clearly apply to other 


leases ‘‘ whereby a power of distress is given or agreed to be given”’ 
(which includes such a power given by law and not expressly) ‘‘ by way 
of security for’’ a present or future debt or advance. It was urged, how- 
ever that section 6 is practically repealed by the Act of 1882. Section 15 
repeals section 8 of the Act of 1878, which made unregistered documents 
which were bills of sale under the Act of 1878 void against assignees 
in bankruptcy and execution creditors. Section 9 of the Act of 
1882 avoids bills of sale given as security for money which are not 
according to the form in the schedule. This agreement between the 
mortgagee and mortgagor, it is said, could not be made in that 
form, and therefore it cannot be intended that it should be within 
the Act of 1882. The answer is, the two Acts are to be construed together 
(section 3 of the Act of 1882). This arrangement, being for the security 
of money, is within the mischief which both Acts seek to prevent, being a 
secret power of distress. By section 9 it would be void use it is not 
according to the scheduled form if it is a bill of sale. But it is only to 
‘* be deemed to be a bill of sale’’ (section 6 of the Act of 1878). That 
must mean that it is not a bill of sale, but it is to be treated as one for the 
purpose of registration. If unregistered it would be void under section 
8 of the Act of 1882. But not being actually a bill of sale it need not be 
according to the scheduled form, because section 9 does not apply to it. 
Then it was argued that the Bills of Sale Acts were only intended to apply 
to chattels belonging to the grantor of the bill of sale. But if the effect 
of the Acts is to avoid the power of distress the defendant has wrong- 
fully seized the plaintiff's organ. The main point argued was that the 
distress is good because it is within the exception of the proviso at the end 
of section 6 of the Act of 1878. The agreement of January 10, 1890, was, 
it is argued, a lease granted by a mortgagee being at the time in posses- 
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sion. It was decided in Re Willis (ubi supra) that to bringa case within 
the exception it was necessary that the — should first take posses- 
sion of the mortgaged premises and should then demise them to the 
mortgagor ; the case intended to be excepted being that of a bond side lease 
by a mortgagee in possession to a mortgagor, not a lease to secure money. 
The broad answer seems to be that this arrangement was not such a lease 
as is intended to be excepted, but was a pretended lease made for the pur- 
pose of obtaining a power of distress as a further security for the interest 
of the mortgage debt. The argument, which was i ious, fails on this 
ground, even if the several steps of it could be supported. But those steps 
seem also to be unsound. It was admitted that after the case of Re Willis 
the original attornment cleuse, as it is called, in the mortgage of 1886 
would not be within the excention because the mo had not been in 
possession when that deed was executed. But it was said the attornment 
clause made him mortgagee in possession: Re Stockton Iron Furnace Co. (ubi 
supra); and the arrangement in January, 1890, altering the times for paying 
the rent from quarterly to weekly payments and giving the mortgagee 
power to enter upon four weeks’ notice was a new demise, and was there- 
fore a demise by a mortgagee in possession. This argument cannot pre- 
vail. The attornment clause was not such a taking possession by the 
mortgagee as is contemplated by the proviso, though no doubt it would 
render him liable to account at the suit of a subsequent mo for all 
the rent agreed to be paid by the mortgagor which might not be received 
owing to the mortgagee’s wilful default. But this attornment clause not 
being registered was void. Even if it had been valid the arrangement in 
1890 was not a new demise, but only a modification of the so-called attorn- 
ment clause. The whole proceeding is an attempt to keep secret the 
power of distress, which was not a power to secure a real rent, but to 
secure the interest of the mortgage debt. The true conclusion, for the 
reasons given, is that the attornment clause and the letter subsequently 
modifying it should be deemed to be bills of sale, and are void by section 
8 of the Act of 1882 because they are not registered. The appeal must be 
dismissed with costs.—CounsgL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Newson ; Channell, 
Q.C., and Lynch. Soxrtcrrors, Pridham ; Scott Lawson. 


[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re LOWE, DANILY +. PLATT—North, J., 6th April. 
Wiutt—Construction—Person® DesigNat®—ILLeciTIMaTE CHILDREN. 


By his will the testator, Thomas Lowe, bequeathed ‘‘to each of the 
children of my brother J. Lowe who shall be living at my death, except 
his eldest son Ernest J. Lowe and his daughter Mary L. Lowe, £100 
respectively,’’ and testator bequeathed £2,500 upon trust after the death 
of the said J. Lowe “‘to pay the annual income thereof to the present 
wife of my said brother J. Lowe if she shall become his widow during her 
life,’ and after her death upon trust ‘forall the children of my said 
brother J. Lowe, except his eldest son Ernest J. Lowe and his daughter 
Mary L. Lowe,’’ who should attain the age of twenty-one years or marry, 
in equal shares. And the testator bequeathed the residue of his personal 
estate to his said niece Mary L. Lowe absolutely. J. Lowe married many 
years ago, and had two children by his wife, viz., Mary L. Lowe and Mrs. 
Platt. His wife died in 1875. In 1876 J. Lowe went through a fictitious 
ceremony of marriage with Barbara Taylor, who afterwards as his 
wife (believing herself to be such). She had by J. Lowe seven children, 
one of them born since the date of testator’s will. J. Lowe died in the 
lifetime of his brother, the testator. This was an originating summons by 
the trustees of the will to have it determined who were entitled to the 
above-mentioned legacies. 

Nortn, J.—In my opinion ‘‘the present wife’? of J. Lowe no doubt 
means Barbara Taylor, who was received as his wife; and is an amply 
sufficient description of her to give her the income for her life, which she 
takes, though as a matter of fact she was not his wife. The additional 
phrase ‘‘if she shall become his widow,’’ which it was contended was a 
condition impossible of fulfilment as she never was his wife, is really 
equal to ‘‘in case she shall survive him,’’ for it must be considered that 
the testator treated her as a legal wife, and by using the phrase “‘if she 
shall become his widow ”’ he meant in the legal way by surviving J. Lowe. 
And the will proceeds : ‘‘ after her death upon trust for all the children of 
my said brother J. Lowe.’’ If it stopped there, ‘‘ children’? would mean 
legitimate children, but it goes on to except two, one of whom was legiti- 
mate and the other illegitimate. In my opinion the gift would not be 
sensible except on the supposition that ‘‘children”’ included those who 
are illegitimate as well as those who are legitimate. The same remarks 
apply to the legacies of £100 to each of the children of the testator’s 
brother J. Lowe, from the benefit of which the same two children are ex- 
cepted. The illegitimate children, therefore, living at the date of the 

l take as if they were legitimate. The illegitimate child born after the 
date of the will does not of course come in.—Counsgt, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., 
and Welby King; C. E. E. Jenkins; Arthur a Beckett Terrell; T. Rolls 
Warrington, Soxtcrrors, Brown ¢ Woolnough, for Harvie, Bedford ; Saxelby 
$ Faulkner ; Cunliffes § Davenport ; Paterson, Snow, Bloxam, § Kinder, for 
Henry Lee, Whitchureh, Salop. 


[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re AN APPLICATION BY ROBERTSON, SANDERSON, & CO. TO REGISTER 
A TRADE-MARK; AND Re OPPOSITION BY GILLON & CO. THERETO 
—Stirling, J., 8th April. 


Practice—T'rape-Marx—Norice or Orrosttion to Raarstratrion—Lxave 
To Amenp—Aprgeat—Parents, Dastans, ann Tranr-Marxs Act, 1883 





(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), s. 69, sun-section 4; s. 90, sun-secrion 1— 
Trape-Marxs Ruxes,-1890, x. 31, sun-nutes 1, 8; mr. 54, 55. 


This was the hearing of one of two motions by Messrs. John Gillon & 
Co., merchants carrying on business at Leith, London, and Foaes goes 
asking for leave to amend their original notice of opposition, the 
11th of March, 1891, to the registration by . 
& ,Co., whisky merchants, also of Leith, of a trade-mark in respect of 
Whisky” fortied part. ‘Tho ground ot opposition to the registration was 
isky ’’ fo part. gro’ opposi to was 
that the words ‘‘ mountain dew’’ had been adopted by Messrs. Gillon & 
Co. nearly fifty years ago, and used by them ever since. The 
to segister the trade-mark was heard on the 7th of July, 1891, when the 
opponents desired to put in evidence a statutory to the effect 
that the words ‘‘ mountain dew’’ had been used with reference to whisky 
by Messrs. Edward Young & Co., of Liverpool, in 1832. The counsel 
for the applicants took the objection that the evidence must be confined 
to the grounds stated in the notice of opposition, whereupon the registrar 
rejected the statutory declaration, and disallowed the opposition to the 
registration. On the 14th of August, 1891, Messrs. Gillon & Co. gave 
notice of appeal to the Board of Trade, who referred the matter to the 
court. The first notice of motion was given by Messrs. Gillon & Co. on 
the Ist of March, 1892, asking that the court do hear and determine an 
appeal from the decision of the Comptroller-General of Patents, &c., and 
for an order that the application by Messrs. Robertson, Sanderson, & Co. 
for ‘registration of their mark be refused. They subsequently gave 
notice of; metion on the 21st of March asking for relief as above stated. 
The question arose whether the court had jurisdiction under such circum- 
stances to give liberty to amend. Counsel for the motion referred to the 
Trade-Marks Rules, 1890, rr. 31, 54, and submitted that the court had 
power to amend by virtue of R. 8S. C., ord, 28, r. 12. Counsel for the 
respondents contended that there was no jurisdiction to give leave to 
amend ; the opponents’ remedy was clearly under section 90 of the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883. This was not a question 
of amending the form, but of doing what the registrar had no power to 
do, the amendment being out of time; it was not an ap at all, but in 
the nature of the issue of a new writ. They to Trade-Marks 
Rules, 1890, rr. 31 (1), (8), 54, 55. 
Srratixc, J., said. the question was whether in this case he ought 
to give the applicants leave to amend their notice of opposition to 


the registration of a trade-mark which Messrs. Robertson & Co. 
were now p ing to register. It appeared that upon an lica- 
tion to register as a trade-mark in respect of Scotch whi the 


words “original mountain dew,’’ the present applicants, Messrs. John 
Gillon & Co., gave notice of opposition, dated the 11th of March, 1891. 
The grounds alleged for such opposition were as follows :—‘‘ The words 
‘the original’ before mountain —‘ mountain dew ’ having been insti- 
tuted by our firm nearly fifty years ago, and used by us ever since.”” Upon 
the construction of that, the notice of opposition was limited to user by the 
firm of John Gillon & Co. of the words ‘* mountain dew.”’ The ap tion 
came before the registrar on the 7th of July, 1891, and shortly before that 
the first intimation given by Gillon & Co. was in a letter dated the 9th of 
June, 1891, that other ms had used the words so far back as 
1832. Thereupon the applicants obtained a statutory declaration to use 
before the registrar upon the hearing of their po ogree That 
only reached Messrs. Robertson & Co. on the morning of the hearing, on 
the 7th of July. Objection was taken by their counsel to its being ad- 
mitted in evidence, and the registrar — it. It , py to his - 
ship that the registrar was right in so doing, because by rule 31, sub-rule 
8, it was provided that ‘‘ on the hearing of the case no opposition shall be 
allowed in respect of any ground not stated in the notice of opposition.” 
Therefore, as the user by other firms was not referred to in the notice of 
opposition, it a) to his lordship that the statutory declaration 
was not admissible, and its admission would have created a new case. 
It was, however, to be borne in mind that the member i 
cant’s firm who was present at the hearing was not a 
poe grad rejected the —. but said, ‘“‘Of course 
y to entertain a substan ve application putting 
reasonable date before the hanstng™ It appeared to 
possibly —indeed, very p' —that intimation might n 
to the applicant that it was his duty to ask for an adjournment 
leave to amend, but it did appear that there was ‘ 
inquired into. The application for leave to amend, 
late, but it oppesset to be deserving of consideration. 
whether his lordship had any right to F aps 
came before the court in this way. 
the opposition, Messrs. Gillon & Co. gave notice of appeal, and 
of October, 1891, the solicitor to 
as follows :—‘‘ Robertson, Sanderson, & Co.’s appli 
& Co.’s ee to the notice of 
opponents in this matter, A 14 last, 
you that the Board of Trade have 
to the court by virtue of the provisions of sub-section 
the Patents, and Trade- 
ursuant to rule 23 of the Trade-Marks Rules, 1890, 
ts to make application by motion, summons, or 
be advised to the Chancery Division of the 
and determine the said a and that 
served upon the Comp General of Patents, Designs, and 
Marks, and upon Messrs. Robertson, Sanderson, & Co., ll and 1 
a Leith, North Britain, 
Sons, & Co., their solicitors, and 
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evidence as they respectively may be advised.’’ Upon that, on the Ist of 
March, 1892, notice of motion was given by Messrs. Gillon & Co. to the 
comptroller that the court do hear and determine an appeal from the 
comptroller’s decision, and for an order that Messrs. Robertson & 
Co.’s application for registration of their trade-mark be refused. That 
was the notice in the first instance. On the 2Ist of March a further 
notice of motion was given, asking that Messrs. John Gillon & Co. 
might have leave to amend their notice of opposition by adding 
thereto the following :—(a) ‘‘The applicants were not, nor were their 
in business, the original distillers or sellers of ‘ Mountain 
ew’ whisky; (4) the use of the words ‘the original’ as part of the said 
trade-mark No. 151,288 is calculated to deceive.’’ It was this second 
tion which his lordship now had to dispose of. It seemed to him 
it he was precluded from entertaining it, because by section 69, sub- 
section 4, of the Act it was provided that, in the event of an appeal being 
referred to the court by the Board of Trade, ‘‘ the court shall have juris- 
diction to hear and determine the appeal, and may make such order as 
aforesaid.”” What was his lordship’s jurisdiction? Simply to hear and 
determine the appeal. It appeared to his lordship that the registrar was 
ac No + yesegeen was made to the registrar for leave to amend, and 
lord no jurisdiction on this occasion to grant the relief asked 
for by the notice of motion ; but the application seemed to be worthy of 
tion ; it must, therefore, be refused, but without prejudice to any 
—" which might be made by Messrs. Gillon & Co. to the comp- 
. Motion refused, with costs.—CovnseL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., 
and J. Cutler ; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and Sebastian. Soutcrrors, Sala- 
man ; Michael Abrahams, Sons, § Co. 


[Reported by W.8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. vr. NEWTON (Metropolitan Police Magistrate); Re A PROSECUTION 
FOR KEEPING A DISORDERLY HOUSE—4th April. 


Prosscrtion oF Brorne, Krerp—ER—ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURE—APPLICATION 
To 1ssuE WARRANT—INFORMATION ON OaTH—25 Geo. 2, c. 36, ss. 5, 6, 7 
—58 Geo. 3, c. 70, s. 7—48 & 49 Vicr. c. 69, s. 13. 


This was an application for a mandamus to Mr. Newton, the metropolitan 

ice magistrate sitting at Marlborough-street, directing him to hear and 
an application made by two inhabitants and the overseers of the 

, at the instance of the Charing-cross Vigilance and Kescue Committee, 

lor a warrant against three persons for keeping a disorderly house in War- 
dour-street. By the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 
69), s. 13, it is provided that any person who (1) keeps, manages, or assists 
in the my emer of a brothel, or, (2) being tenant, lessee, or occupier 
of premises, knowingly permits them to he used as a brothel, or, (3) being 
or , or agent of landlord or lessor of premises, lets them 

with the knowledge that they are to be used as a brothel, &c., ‘‘ shall, on 
conviction in manner provided by the Summary Jurisdiction 

Acts, be liable,’ &c., and the section goes on to enact that the provisions 
of sections 5, 6, and 7 of 25 Geo. 2, c. 36, as amended by section 7 of 58 
Geo. 3, c. 70, ‘‘ shall, with the necessary qualifications, be deemed to apply 
to prosecutions under this section, and the said enactments shall, for the 
purposes of this section, be construed as if the prosecution in such enact- 
ments mentioned included sum proceeding under this section as well 
as a prosecution on indictment.’’ The statute of 25 Geo. 2, c. 36, pro- 
vided, by section 5, that, upon notice by any two inhabitants paying scot 
and bearing lot in any place or parish, in writing, to any constable, of any 
person ing a disorderly house therein, the constable should go with 
such i jitants before a justice of the peace, and, upon oath by 
such inhabitants of their belief of the truth of the contents of such 
notice, and upon their entering into recognizances to give or produce 
evidence, &c., should enter into a recognizance to prosecute with 
effect such persons for such offence at the next quarter sessions or 
a i was also made for the payment of the expenses of 

the prosecution by the overseers of the parish, who were also, upon a 
conviction, to pay the sum of £10 to each of the two inhabitants. 
Section 6 of the Act provided that, upon the constable entering into such 
tecognizances, the justice should issue his warrant to bring the accused 
before him, and should bind them over to appear to answer to 

any such indictment found against them at the quarter sessions or assizes, 
and might take security for their good behaviour in the meantime. There 
was also a provision in section 7 for the imposition of a penalty upon any 
such constable who should neglect or refuse, &c., to go before such justice 
or be wilfulty negligent in the carrying on of such prosecution. By 58 
Geo. 3, c. 70, 8. 7, it was, in effect, provided that the overseers of the 
should stand in the place of the police constable. The prosecution 

in the it case desired to proceed under the provisions of the Acts of 


: 


the attendance of the overseers of the parish, the two inhabitants, 
having signed the notice required by the Act of Geo. 2,and having made 
a declaration on oath as to their belief in the truth of its contents, and 
having required the attendance of the overseers of the parish, attended 
before Mr. Newton and applied for a warrant. Mr. Newton, however, 
being of opinion that, under section 13 of the Criminal Law Amendment 
, the parties should be ” against under the Summary Jurisdic- 
Acts, and that therefore the application for a warrant must be made 
information on oath, as ided by those Acts, and particu- 
‘by 11 & 12 Vict. c. 42,6. 8 Jervis’ Act), declined to issue his warrant 
& rule nisi for a mandamus was thereupon obtained. It was conte 
counsel for the magistrate, in shewing cane, that the later Act required 
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and Geo. 3, and also of the later Act, and accordingly, having | 





the p ings for such an offence to be taken under the Summary Juris- 
diction Acts, and it was the more important that the magistrate should 
have the information upon oath in order to decide as to whether there wag 
good cause for the issue of the warrant, because a sum of £10 was to be 
paid, under the Act of Geo. 2, to each of the inhabitants. The object of 
the prosecution here was to obtain the sums of £10 on the summary con- 
viction of the parties in the same way as they would have obtained it under 
the old Acts, but in that case they were bound to proceed according to the 
provisions of the Summary Jurisdiction Acts—on information on oath. It 
was argued by counsel in support of the rule that the remedy by indict- 
ment was not done away with, the later Act providing that the Acts of 
Geo. 2 and Geo. 3 should be read as if they included summary proceed- 
ings. The magistrate might on these proceedings under those provisions 
have sent this case for trial, for which this procedure would have been 
sufficient ; it must surely, therefore, be sufficient for the less serious course 
of summary proceeding. The notice verified on oath here was substan- 
tially an information on oath, and the stututes must be read together 
(Kirwin v. Hines, 54 L. T. 610, 34 W. R. Dig. 52). [They were stopped by 
the court. ] 

Tue Court (A. L. Smrru and Lawrance, JJ.) made the rule absolute. 
The view of the magistrate was that if the prosecutors elected to proceed 
under the S Jurisdiction Acts they were bound by all the pro- 
cedure under those Acts, and that there should, therefore, have been an 
information on oath. That argument, founded upon the 13th section of 
the Criminal Law Amendment Act, might seem to be right until the last 
part of the section was considered. By that last part of the section it 
was provided that the Summary Jurisdiction Acts were to be read in with 
the earlier Acts; and those enactments were, for the purposes of the 
section, to be read as if the prosecution in such enactments mentioned 
included summary proceedings under the section as well as prosecutions 
on indictment. It was, therefore, clear that the old procedure applicable 
upon proceedings by indictment might be adopted if it were thought 
necessary. Rule absolute for a mandamus.—CounsgEL, Avory ; Sir E. Clarke, 
8.G., and F. F. Daldy. Soutcrrors, Ayton, Safford, § Kent ; Hare ¢ Co. 


‘Reported by J. P. Me.ior, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL +. CROSS—12th April. 


Merrorouis Loca, MANAGEMENT—Bvuritpinc Lins—Tme or Compirarnst— 
Date or OrreNce—Arcuirtect’s Certiricate—25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102, s. 75. 


This was an appeal by way of special case from the decision of justices 
dismissing a summons charging the respondent, under section 75 of the 
Metropolis Local Management Act, 1862, with having erected a building 
beyond the general line of buildings in Burrard-road, Hampstead. The 
main question raised was whether the matter of complaint arose when the 
superintending architect gave his certificate as to what was the general 
line of building, and not before, or whether (as the respondent contended) 
the matter of complaint was the commencing to build, in which case the 
complaint was made too late (Jervis’s Act (11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, s. 11); 
Morant v. Taylor, 24 W. R. 461, 1 Ex. D. 188). The respondent also con- 
tended that the decision of the architect as to whether a house was or was 
not situated in a particular road was not final, but that the situation of 
the house was a question for the magistrates. The foundations of the 
building complained of were dug in February, 1891, plans having been 
deposited by the respondent with the Hampstead Vestry. On the 27th of 
April the building was erected as high as the joists of the first floor. No 
objection was made to the building by the vestry or by the appellants 
until June, at which time the house was covered in and nearly finished. 
The certificate of the appellants’ superintending architect was made on 
the 6th of August and decided that the house (which was a corner house) 
was situated in Burrard-road and was in advance of the general line of 
building in that road. On the 28th of October the summons under 
section 75 was issued on the complaint of the appellants. The magistrates 
dismissed the summons, on the ground that the appellants had not taken 
proceedings within six months from the time when the building was begun 
to be erected (which they found to be a date prior to the 27th of April), 
that being in their opinion the time when the matter of complaint arose ; 
they also were of opinion that they were not bound by the architect’s 
certificate as to the situation of the house, and they found as a fact that it 
was not situated in Burrard-road, but in the other road on which one side 
of it abutted. 

Tue Court (Denman and A. L. Surru, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said :—There 
has been a remarkable difference of judicial opinion as to what constitutes 
the offence created by section 75 of the Metropolis Local Management Act, 
1862, whether the offence is committed by a building owner building de 
facto beyond the general line of building, or whether the offence is his 
building beyond the general line of buildings as decided by the super- 
intending architect. In 1864 the Court of Common Pleas, in the case of 
St. George, Hanover-square v. Sparrow (16 C. B. N. 8. 209), held that the 
offence was building beyond the general line of buildfg, irrespective of 
the architect’s certificate. In 1867 the Court of Queen’s Bench, in Bawman 
v. The Vestry of St. Pancras (15 W. R. 904, L. R. 2 Q. B. 528), disagreed 
with the Common Pleas, and held that the offence was building beyond the 
general line as decided by the architect. I: 1868 the Court of Common 
Pleas, in The Wandsworth Board v. Hall (17 W. R. 256, L. R. 4 C. P. 85), 
held that the building owner had committed a breach of the statute 
though no certificate of the superintending architect had been given, and 
that the magistrates had jurisdiction to adjudicate. In 1871 the Court of 
Common Pleas, in Simpson v. Smith (19 W. R. 355, L. R. 6 C. P. 87), fol- 
lowed St. George, Hanover-square v. Sparrow. In this state of conflict of 
the authorities the case of The Vestry of Paddington v. Snow (45 L. T. 479) 
came up for determination before Lord Coleridge, O.J., and Manisty, J. 
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That case, if it be still law, decides the present case in favour of the 
respondent. That court held, beyond a doubt, that the six months run 
from the date of the building and not from the date of the architect’s 
certificate. The conflict of authority was at last set at rest by the case of 
Spackman v. Plumstead Board of Works in the House of Lords (33 W. R. 
661, 10 App. Cas. 229). Having read the judgments in that case I am of 
opinion that the appellant’s contention is correct, and that the House of 
Lords determined that the judgment of the Queen’s Bench was the one to 
be followed, and that the judgments of the Common Pleas had been in- 
correct, and that there was no offence within section 75 of the Act of 1862 
until the superintending architect had determined what was the general 
line of building. This also appears to be Lord Herschell’s view of this 
judgment: see Barlow v. Vestry of St. Mary Abbott's, Kensington (34 W. R. 
521, 11 App. Cas. 262). It was argued that if this be the law a man might 
be ordered to pull down his house which he had built twenty years ago in 
a green field by reason of a row of houses springing up in later years con- 
tiguous to him. In my judgment this is not so, for to give jurisdiction 
to the architect the building-owner must be erecting the building ‘‘in a 
street, place, or row of houses in which the same is situate,’’ and the argu- 
ment as to the green field and the building thereon twenty years before 
has no application. In my judgment this point must be decided for the 
appellants, on the ground that the case of The Vestry of Paddington v. 
Snow has been overruled, together with the Common Pleas cases, and that 
the six months did not begin to run till the architect had given his cer- 
tificate, and consequently that the complaint was in time. His lordship 
then held, upon the authority of Burlow v. The Vestry of St. Mary Abbott's, 
Kensington (per Lords Herschell, Watson, and Fitzgerald), that the 
architect’s certificate that the respondent’s house was situated in Burrard- 
road was conclusive. On both points, therefore, his judgment was in 
favour of the appellants. 


Denman, J., agreed that judgment must be for the appellants, but, as 
to the first point, upon different grounds. He said: I find nothing in the 
cases of Spackman v. Plumstead Board or Barlow v. Vestry of St. Mary 
Abbott’s which appears to me to conflict with the decision of the Queen’s 
Bench Division in Vestry of Paddington v. Snow. I do not think that 
either of those cases in the House of Lords has decided that the six 
months within which proceedings are to be taken run from the date 
of the architect’s certificate. All that those cases appear to me to 
decide is, that the architect’s certificate, when given, is the only and the 
conclusive evidence of the line of building, and that that is the case even 
though the building may have been completely finished before the archi- 
tect’s certificate was given. In Spackman’s case the summons was issued on 
the 9th of March ; the architect's certificate was given on the 7th of March 
—two days before the summons; but the building was not commenced 
before the 15th of January previous, so that no question arose as to the 
proceeding being in time. The whole effect of the decision seems to me 
to be that, where there is anything which can be considered a line of build- 
ing, the builder builds at his peril if he does not obtain the consent of the 
authority, and he builds subject to a line of building being laid down 
which muy have the effect of causing his building to be demolished. This 
is plain from Lord Selborne’s language at p. 242. I can find nothing in 
Lord Selborne’s judgment, or in that of Lord Watson, amounting to an 
opinion that if six months had elapsed from the complete erection of the 
building before any complaint to the magistrate was made, the case would 
not have fallen within the decision of Morant v. Taylor, or to the effect that 
Vestry of Paddington v. Snow was not rightly decided. In that case the 
building in question had been completed more than six months before the 
complaint was made, and it was held that in such a case the offence was 
committed more than six months before the complaint, though the archi- 
tect’s certificate was not given until within the six months, and that the 
complaint wast herefore too late. There is nothing m the case of Barlow 
v. Vestry of St Mary Abbott’s, so far as { can discover, to shew that an 
order of demolition could be made upon a complaint founded upon the 
erection of a building which had been erected without a line of building 
as subsequently fixed by the architect where the whoie work has been 
finished more than six months before the complaint. If that were the whole 
case here I should have thought that the magistrate’s decision was right 
according to Vestry of Piddington v. Snow, which I consider to be good law 
and binding upon me. But it appears from the case that the complaint 
here was of the ‘‘erection’’ of the building, not of the ‘‘ beginning to 
erect,” and that the building was only completed as high as the joists of 
the first floor on the 27th of April, and that it was “ nearly finished’’ in 
June. The complaint made on the 28th of Octuber was for “ erecting,’’ 
and I think it impossible to say that that act was not done within the six 
months, and on this ground I am of opinion that the complaint was in 
time, and that the magistrates were wrong in dismissing the summons on 
the ground that the subject-matter of complaint arose more than six 
months before the proceedings were taken. tt the proceedings had been 
taken upon a mere ‘‘ beginning to erect,’’ and not upon the “erection,” I 
should be of a different opinion, upon the authority of Vestry of Paddington 
Vv. Snow. I think that the respondent was e in erecting the building 
as late, at all events, as June, 1891, and that in so doing he incurred the 
peril pointed out by Lord Selborne in Spackman’s case. Upon the other 
point I entirely agree with the judgment of my brother Smith. Case 
remitted.—Counse, Finlay, Q.C., and H. C. Biron; Channell, Q.C., and 

Macmorran. Sorrcrrors, W. A. Blaxland ; Last $ Sons. 


{Reported by T. R. C. Dix, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


ROBINSON ». WARD & SON—11th April. 


Practice—ArrraraNck—ACcTION AGAINST Fimm—Rutaut or Person CLAIMING 
TO BE A Partner To Appgax—R. 8. C., XLVIIIa. 


ance in this action entered by ‘‘ Frank Carew, trading as Charles Ward & 
Son.’’ In April, 1890, a business which had for some yéars been carried 
on under the style of C. Ward & Son was sold to a purchaser named 
O’Halloran. By an agreement under seal, dated the 1st of January, 1891, 
after recitals to the effect that the purchase of the business was effected 
with the money of Carew, and that O’Halloran was’ acting as agent for 
Carew in the purchase and in the conduct of the business, Carew agreed 
to sell the business and certain p rty to O’Halloran, the purchase- 
money to be paid by instalments, and in case of default in paymeat of the 
instalments O’ Halloran to convey the business and property to Carew.. In 
April, 1891, Carew commenced an action in the Chancery Division against 
O’Halloran, alleging default in payment of the instalments under the 
agreement of the Ist of January, and claiming a declaration that 
O’ Halloran was a trustee for him of the business and property, and the 
appointment of a receiver. On the 24th of April Chitty, J., appointed 
a receiver and manager of the business. The action in the meery 
Division was still pending. On the 29th of February, 1892, Robinson 
issued his writ in the Queen’s Bench Division i Ward & Son, claim- 
ing £250 as due to him from the firm. The writ was served by being left 
at the place where the business of Ward & Son was carried on, and on the 
9th of March Frank Carew entered an ap) . On the 15th of 
March the master ordered this appearance to be struck out on the plain- 
tiff’s application, and Pollock, B., in chambers, on appeal referred the 
question to this court. On behalf of Carew it was contended that he’ 
ought to be allowed to appear as claiming to be the person trading as 
Ward & Son, and that if he were not allowed to appear, judgment might 
go against the firm, and might be enforced against assets which would be 
Carew’s in the event of his succeeding i2 the chancery action, without his 
having had an opportunity of defending the action. On behalf of the 
plaintiff it was said that the rules gave Carew no locus standi, and that the 
receiver in the chancery action was the proper person to defend the 
interests of the firm and of anyone claiming an interest in the firm’s 
property. The following rules of order 48a were referred to :—Rule 1 : 
‘* Any two or more persons claiming or being liable as co-partners and 
carrying on business within the jurisdiction may sue or be sued in the 
name of the respective firms, if any, of which such persons were co-part- 
ners at the time of the accruing of the cause of action.’’ Rule 11: “ 
person carrying on business within the jarisdiction in a name or style 
other than his own name, may be sued in such name or style as if it were 
a firm name; and, so far as the nature of the case will permit, all rules 
relating to proceedings against firms shall apply.”” Rule 5: ‘* Where 
persons are sued as partners in the name of their firm, they shall appear 
individually in their own names; but all subsequent proceedings shall 
nevertheless continue in the name of the firm.’’ 

Denman, J.—This is a case of some difficulty, for it is not at all easy to 
understand what was the intention of the rules which deal with actions 
against partners. But I think that the case really turns upon rules 1, 5, 
and 11 of order 48a. Rule 1, of course, only applies in terms to a partner- 
ship of two or more persons, but the effect of rule 11 is to make rule 1 
applicable in a case where one person is carrying on business under a firm 
name; there is nothing in ‘‘the nature of the case’’ here to prevent that 
rule from applying. Now Carew would not be liable for this alleged debt 
due to the plaintiff by Ward & Son if he were not a partner in the firm at 
the date when the debt was incurred. I think that, looking at rule 11 
together with rule 5, which provides that where the firm is sued the 
partners shall appear indiviiually in their own names, the nature of the 
case permits and justice requires that Carew should be allowed to appear 
and to raise his defence that he was not a member of the firm at the time 
when the liability was incurred, and that the debt is not his atall. With 
the proceedings in the Chancery Division we have nothing to do, but I 
have no doubt that the receiver in those proceedings will take the proper 
course. 

Lawrance, J., agreed. Order of master reversed.—Cocnsst, H. Tindal 
Atkinson ; Willes Chitty. Soxscrrors, Norris § Norris ; F. C. Lingard. 
{Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directore of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Richard Pennington in the chair. The other directors 
present were Messrs. H. C. Beddoe (Hereford), Samuel Harris (Leicester), 
Grinham Keen, R. Pidcock (Woolwich), Sidney Smith, R. W. ie, 
E. W. Williamson, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A 
sum of £475 was distributed in grants of relief, five new members were 
admitted to the association, and other general business was transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
Law Srupents’ Deaattxe Socrsty.—April 12.—Mr. H. Foden Pattin- 
son, chairman.—The subject for disc was y Mr. 
Marshall: ‘That the case of Dyke v. Gower (1892, 1 Q. B., 229), 
was wrongly decided.’” Mr. Woodhouse opposed. 


men spoke: Messrs. Armstrong, Blott, Wilson, Watson, Walton, 
and Herbert Smith. Mr. Marshall replied. The motion was lost. 





Mr. Justice Chitty is stated to have left London for Paris, 
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This was an appeal from an order of a master striking out the appear- 





d the vacation on the Continent. It is also announced 
Jastice Butt has left town for Berlin. 
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‘ LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Josgru Grit, solicitor, of Manchester, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the Division of Manchester, in the 
place of Mr. Richard Radford, who has resigned after holding the office 
since 1877, during which pcrid Mr. Gill has acted as assistant clerk. Mr. 
Gill was admitted a solicitor in November, 1861. 

Mr. Atrrep Harvey Raprorp, solicitor, of Manchester, has been 
ap inted Assistant Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the Division 
ts) hester. Mr. Radford was admitted a solicitor in June, 1874. 

Mr. Cuaries Denton Leacu, jun., solicitor (of the firm of Charles 
Denton Leach & Son), of Bury St. Edmunds, Suffolk, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vTions. 
Francis Artuvr Lownpss and Sraniey Garngr, solicitors (Lowndes & 
Garner), Liverpool. March 31. [ Gazette, April 8. 
Wruus Epwarp Cartrwricnut and Spencer Tri, solicitors (Harding, 
Cartwright, & Till), Newcastle-under-Lyme. Dec. 1, 1891. 
[ Gazette, April 12. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 

To Souicrrors.—Any person having any deeds or papers belonging to 
Miss Sarah Lilley, formerly of Peckham, and who died at West Kensing- 
ton on the 15th of January, 1892, will oblige by communicating with Mr. 
E. Chalinder; solicitor, Hastings. 





GENERAL. 


The Home News understands that the appointment of Legal Adviser to 
the Secretary of State for India will shortly become vacant owing to the 
retirement of Mr. Charles Pontifex at the end of his term. He will be 
succeeded by Mr. Justice Arthur Wilson, of the Calcutta High Court. 
The appointment is worth £1,200 per annum, with a pension of £600 after 
ten years’ service. 

In the House of Commons on the 11th inst. Mr. Duncan asked the 
Attorney-General whether, in the event of Mr. Justice Romer being un- 
fortunately prevented by the continuance of illness from resuming work 
in court immediately after the Easter vacation, any and what arrangements 
would be made for the transaction of business in his court. The Attorney- 
General said: I am not in a position to say what arrangements will be 
made if, unfortunately, Mr. Justice Romer should be unable to sit after 
the Easter vacation. The Lord Cnancellor and the Lord Chief Justice 
will, if necessary, take the matter under their consideration. I hope, 
however, that the speedy recovery of the learned judge will prevent the 
necessity for any action being taken in the matter. 


If the latest addition to protection societies succeeds to any extent, says 
the Daily Telegraph, the law courts will soon be full of interesting scenes. 
Among its objects are the protection of witnesses from insults by counsel, 
to amend the laws of libel and slander as regards counsel in court, and to 
raise a fund to indemnify ‘‘ contumacious ’’ witnesses from pecuniary loss, 
provided always that the questions they refuse to answer are those which 
reflect upon their honour and at the same time are irrelevant to the issues 
of the case. For the small subscription of half-a-crown a year any lady 
or gentleman who may defy judge and counsel will have the satisfaction 
of every comfort while ‘‘ purging contempt’ in the seclusion of a gaol, 
and of pecuniary reimbursement on coming out. It forms a kind of 
insurance for those who hope at one time or another to become witnesses. 


It is stated that at a meeting of the Newbury Corporation on Tuesday 
considerable discussion arose in reference to the recorder of that borough, 
Mr. G. M. Dowdeswell, Q.C. A motion was proposed that his salary 
should be reduced as a protest against the severity of some of his 
sentences, one of which had been reduced by the Home Secretary from 
five years to three years. Some doubt was expressed as to whether the 
corporation had the power to reduce the salary, inasmuch as the recorder 
was appointed, and his salary fixed, by the Crown. Under these circum- 
stances a resolution was submitted memorializing the Home Secretary to 
remove the recorder by reason of the general dissatisfaction expressed at 
the severity of his sentences upon persons convicted of petty offences. 
After some discussion this resolution was adopted, but several members 
of the a, who are justices of the peace for the borough, voted 

i t. 

“* A Practising Barrister’’ writes to the Times to expose ‘‘one of the 
forms of swindle devised by that ingenious individual, the promoter. 
clever individual fastens upon a member of the legal profession (if he 
QC. and M.P. so much the better) and sends him a ‘ general 
, the fee upon which is, of course, duly paid. Our friend then 
to advertise his latest joint-stock fraud, with the name of the 

in question prominently a upon the prospectus as its 
counsel.’ The lic are unaware that this simply 
£5 5s. and a clerk’s fee been left at the chambers of the 
individual named. The so-called ‘ standing counsel’ is never afterwards 
troubled with any papers or briefs which enable him to judge of the 
character of the undertaken by his new ‘client’ the company— 
an omission which entails no doubt the loss of the £5 5s. paid for the use 
of the name, but involves no other penalty.” 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
of No. 2. Cuitry. Norra. 
20 Mr. Pemberten Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach 
ard Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
ard Clowes Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieiine. Kexewicn. Romer. 
Wednesday, April............ 20 Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
Thursday 2 Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Friday ......... Farmer Carrington 
Saturday Rolt Lavie Pugh 








HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters ry CuHaMBers ror Easter Srrrines, 1892. 

A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Walton : Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Butler. 

O to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Wilberforce; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Manley Smith. 





Easter Srrrmes, 1892. 

A to F—AIl applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 
Master Johnson are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 110, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

G to N—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 
Master Macdonnel are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 183, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 
Master Archibald are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 109, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of master’s chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the 
summonses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. By Orper or THE Masters. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Buii.—April 10, at 2, Hill-crest, Wandsworth, the wife of Henry J. H. Bull, solicitor, of 
a son. 
Martiy.—April 8, at 11, High-street, Gosport, Hants, the wife of H. J. Martin, solicitor, 
of a daughter. 
Tusnvens.— Deen 9, at Myrtle Lodge, Teddington, the wife of Walter Thompson, solici- 


tor, of a da q 
7, at Findon, Sussex, the wife of Hugh R. P. Wyatt, barrister-at-law, of 


Wratr.—Ap 
a son. 
DEATHS. 

EastLake.—Feb. 17, at Barcaldine, Queensland, William Eastlake, barrister, second son 
of the late William Eastlake, Deputy Judge Advocate of the Fleet, Plymouth, a-ed 37. 
ng 29, at Brisbane, Queensland, Alfred Pain, barrister, of Lincoln’s-inn, and at 

risbane. 
Scove...—April 7, at Nice, suddenly, Horace James Scovell, barrister-at-law, aged 46. 





WARNING TO INTENDING Houses Puncuasers & Lessers.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanit its th y examined by an expert from The 





itary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st. 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Gffices, &c.—[Apvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnipay, April 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 

Brit Postine axp Apvertisine Acency, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Preece, Delamere st, Ashton under Lyne. Gartside & Robinson, Ashton under 
Lyne, solors for liquidator 

Louis 8. Cones. Limirep—By an order made by Kekewich, J., dated April 1, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up be continued. Plunkett & er, 8t Paul’s 
churchyard, solors for petners 

Puavers’ Pusuisuinc Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 22, to send 
their names and b the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 
Alfred Yeatman, 2, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st. Bradley, Chancery lane, solor for 


Sravanow Inoxstoxe Co, Limtrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 5, directed to be 
heard on A 30. Hoi & Co, Mincing lane, agents for Belk & Cochrane, Middles- 
borough, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the gbovenamed not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 29 - 

Syxes Brewery Co, Laneven Pe ae order made by Chitty, J., dated March 29, it was 
ordered that the voluntary ing up of the company be continued. Peacock & God- 
dard, agents for Clifton, Notti 

Waxerievp Roiuse Srockx Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are requi on or before May 14, t> 
Hogkineca and Benjamin "Welson, Old Coca, Eesuange, Weboheld. Stewart & Co, 

inson jamin Watson, 0) orn Exc’ , 20, 
Wakefield, solors for liquidators . ‘ 
Ustimitep 1x CHancery. 

Sze_sy Gas Co—Creditors are required, on or before 30, to send their names and ad- 
dresses, and the i of their debts or claims, to William Staniland, Brayton, near 
Selby. Haigh & Co, Selby, solors for liquidators 

London Gazette.—Turspay, April 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHancery. 





: C. pe Munniera & Co, Liwirep—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated April 2, it was 
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fame Joun Surru, Dunmow, Essex, Bookbinder May 1 Wade & Co, Dunmow 
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coteced that the stantary inte et the company be continued. Linklater & Co, 


Bond ct, Wi 
Ores Repuction Co, Liurrep—By an order made wantin, J., dated March 12, it 
Poe a ay that ol roy up of the pent ty continued. Blair & Gir- 


the voluntary 
Hespre Goip Min1xe Co, — are required, on or before April 30, to send 
the pastionlass ¢ of their debts or claims, t) Arthur John 
Griffiths, 4, Dock chmbrs, Canaist 


ae axp Hampsteap Caste Tramways, Limirep—Petn for winding up Vg 
be before Kekewich. 


J., on April 30. Webb & Go 
Ape for petner. Notice of appearing must ‘reach the abovenamed not a ee than 6 


o’clock in the afternoon of April 
Miptanp Trauways Co, —_— for winding up, presented April 7, directed to be 
-» on April 30. Webb & Co, Strand, solors for jetner = 
afternoon of 


heard before Chitty, J 
Cagis wat ust reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 


A 
aged FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Usirep Coacu Artisans’ Benxzri™ 5%rz7y, Red Lion, 19, Charles st, Long acre. April 7 


Ting, Wool Exchange, Basinghall 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Mar. 29. 
Asarave, Dastet, Birmingham, Boot Maker Apr 16 Lane & Clutterbuck, Birmingham 
Baytiss, Ex1za, St Donatt’s rd, Lewisham High rd Apr30 Worrell, Coleman st 
Beaumoxt, Hexry, Inveresk, nr Launceston, Tasmania, Licensed Victualler May 7 
Nisbet & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bowrina, Witit1am, Ollerton, Notts, Tailor Apr 26 G & C H Marshall, East Retford 
Brows, Emma, Bournemouth Apr 30 Preston & Francis, Bournemouth 
Brows, Witu1am Hewyry, Redgrave villas, Putney, Musician May1 Godfrey & Webb, 
West Smithfield : 
em Marcaret, Oxford ter, Hyde Park April 30 Tarry & Sherlock, Serjeants’ inn, 
eet st 
Busu, Saran Any, Alfred st, Bow April14 Sedgwick & Sharman, Broadway, Stratford 
Busx, Exizasetu, Welwyn, Herts May 9 Venning & Co, Old Broad st 
Burremer, Gzorce Jonny, Sidmouth, Devon May1 Harston, Bishopsgate st, Within 
Cuartix, Witi1Am, Bird in Bush rd, Peckham, Licensed Victualler April 30. Charles, 
Peckham ani Ingram court, Fenchurch st 
Pearresson Joun, Birch grove lodge and Cookhams, Sussex, Esq April 30 Mliffe & Co, 
‘ord row 
Cuarke, Somers, Brighton May1 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
nEAK, AnTuur Georce, High st, Clapham, Gent April 30 Burton, Blackfriars rd 
rookeEs, Francis, Richmond, Surrey April 30 Crookes, Richmond 
Davies, Hannan Mazi, Small Heath, Aston juxta Birmingham May 10 Sanders & Co, 
Birmingham 
Davis, Jonx, Brompton sq, Gent May 5 Monk & Adie, Clement’s lane 
Day, Cuartes Artuur, Southampton, Esq May 31 Woolley, Gt Winchester st 
Dean, EvizasetTs, Epsom, Surrey May 25 Andrew & Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Dopp, Josern, Penrith, Cumberland, Gent May10 Arnison & Co, Penrith 
Epwarps, Marrua, Darwin st, Birmingham April 30 Lane & Clutterbuck, Birmingham 
EcraixuG AM, Frances, Birkdale, Lancs May1 Buck & Co, Southport 
Foutcer, Grorcs, Carlton vale, Kilburn, Builder May 5 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln's 


inn fie! 
~~ Samvet Fozarp, Pledwick, nr Wakefield, Solicitor July 1 Harrison & Co, 


akefiel 
Hart, Lucy Any, Rathbone pl, Oxford st, Shirt Manufacturer April 30 Blair & W B 
Girling, Wool Ex: 
peompoen, San Samvet Rarysow, Gracechurch st, Wholesale Grocer May 31 Woolley, Gt 
ter st 


Herriot, Jang, Edward st, Brighton May1 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
—" Wittram James Love, Axminster, Devon, retired Baker May 1 Hellier, 
oniton 
Hurtox, Francis Pizrrorst Burton Normay, Leics, Clerk in Holy Orders April 30 
Berridge, Lei: 


ge. icester 
Jounson, Epuunp, Furnival st, Holborn, Trade Mark Agent June 10 Gorton, Bedford 
row 
oe, + ina Middlesbrough, Doctor of Medicine May 9 Robson, Middles- 
roug’ 
Lixpsay, Heten Exizaseru, Duchess st, Portland pl May1 Harteup & Davis, Arundel 


st, Strand 
Lupvorp, Tuomas, Birmingham, Commercial Traveller May7 Sanders & Co, Birming- 


Mackenziz, Carnertne, Barbourne, Wores Apr 29 Dreaper, Worcester 
ger gy oy Ossory rd, Old Kentrd May1 Crossman & Prichard, Theobald’s 
s inn 


Morice, Wii 1AM JoHN, Manchester, Schoolmaster Apr 30 Chamberlain, Finsbury sq 
Myers, Wii11am, Coldcotes, nr Leeds, Farmer Apr 30 Jones & Co, Leeds 

Puitror, NeLsoy, Buckland, Dover, Carrier Apr 27 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Rhorsraw AlTE, Mary Ayn Dopson, Anfield, nr Liverpool May 16 Owen, Liverpool 
Rayxix, Micuart Henry, Dorchester, Solicitor May 2 Stansfeld, Halifax 


pevan, Twowas, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester Apr 26 Shippey & Jordan, Man- 

chester 

Saxvvorp, Sir Herserr Bruce, K.C.M.G , 8t Leonard’s on Sea, retired Lieut. Col. in 
Royal Artidery May1 Ranger & Co, Fenchurch st 

Sat, ALrrep, Normanton, out of business July 1 Smith, Wakefield 


Sarr, Exuiorr, Cambridge, Esq Apr 30 Eaden & Knowles, Cambridge 
Bracey, Caron, Onslow pl, South Kensington April30 Kite, Taunton 
Sreer, Ricuarp, Brighton, Gent May 1 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
Swayyx, Henry James Fow.e, Wilton, Wilts, Esq May 14 Robins & Co, Old Broad st 
pm, Wnsian, Newington causeway, Esq April 24 Maples & Co, Frederick's pl, Old 
e 
Tavrou oy ren Oupxey, late H M8 “ Hyacinth,” China, Lieutenant RN April 30 
ts) pottiswoode, Craven Charing Cross 
Townx.ey, Jou, Southport, mt May1 Buck & Co, Southport 
Turrs, Tuomas, Eye, Suffolk, Postman April 30 Lawton & Vu, Eye, Suffolk 
Turxer, Witt1AM, Standish, Lancs, Shoemaker April 30 Price, Wigan 
Vicxers, J —_* Wi1iam, Nicholas lane, Lombard st April 30 Snell & Co, Geonge st, 
ouse 
esowonrn, Exizaseru, Hebden bridge, Yorks Aprilé Shaw, Hebden bridge 
Wann, Saran, Hythe, Kent May2 May, Golden square 
Warrs, Josiau, Send, Surrey, Engineer May 12 Smallpeice & Sons, Guildford 
Wiiams, Win11aM, Shaftesbury April 30 Copp, Essex st, Strand 








Wixuis, Witi1am Porter, Dunmow, Essex, Stationer May1 Wade & Co, Dunmow 
vara on Wee st Without, Umbrella Manufacturer May Storr, Gt Pres- 
London Gazette.—Faiway, April 1. 

Asranam, Lewis, Cardiff, Grocer Apri6 Belcher, Cardiff 

Arrxey, Ayprew, Newcastle on Tyne, Machinist May1 Ward, Newcastle on Tyne 
a pee Bridlington Quay, Yorks, Confectioner May1 Brigham, Bridlington 
Barer, Rev Joux, Rattlesden Rectory, Suffolk, Clerk May 11 Wynne & Son, Lincoln's 


inn 

Bayty, Susayyau Frances, Cranbrook, Kent May2 Philpott & Callaway, Cranbrook 

Bickervike, Joun, Garstang, Lancs, Clerk in Holy Orders May6é Banks & Co, Liver- 

Bisuop, — Eszyxezer, York gr, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Gent May 9 Worrell, Cole- 
man 

Bice Seaman New Hampton, retired Hotel Keeper May 14 Young & Sons, 

Buiytu, Wit.14m, Colchester, Gent May 14 White & Son, Colchester 

Bremmer, Jaxon, Old Ford rd, Bow, Baker May 31 Tanner & Co, Circus pl, Finsbury 
circus 

Bros psent, Samuet Cottincwoop, Leeds, Painter April 30 Ford & Warren, Leeds 

Brows, Evzaxor Jaye, Bournevale rd, Streatham May7 Simons & Goolden, New inn, 


Dennen, Tope Frepenicx, Shardeloes rd, Brockley, Gent May 2 Webbers & Duncan, Fur- 


Cann, Frep, 7 May1 Addyman & Kaye, Leeds 

Carter, Wiiu1am, York, Tobacconist May 2 Walker, York 

Cuanpuess, Isapetta, Torquay June 30 Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 

Currtoy, Mary, Stockport May 12 Sidebotham & Sidebotham, Stockport 

Doz, Cuares, Great Torrington, Devon May 10 Doe & Lawman, Great Torrington 
Dowxty, Sanaun, Farnham, Surrey May2 Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Goupen, Saran, St Leonard’s on Sea May 31 Twisden & Co, Russell sq 

Gray, Josers, Gateshead on Tyne, retired Railway Agent May1 Ward, Newcastle on 
—_AXO _ ey Bart, oe. Iping House, nr Midhurst, Sussex May 


st, a 
Hawscock, Epsuunp, apg nn a yme, Coal Merchant May 10 T & E Slaney, 


Newcastle, Staffs ; 
Harris pony HE ayer, Bursa at Gardone April 28 Barkes, Moreton in 


Harrtiey, Ewwa Cusmnsvina, Brighton May10 Watney & Co, Lombard court 
Hawkxrss, Jonx, Delves Green Farm, nr Walsall, Farmer April 30 Bill, Walsall 
Heanry, Ayntz, Folkestone May13 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 

Hearn, yy Yzomuax, Cocken Hall, nr Durham, Surgeon May 16 Crowdy, Arundel 


st, 
ae — Stoke upon Trent, Tileworks Manager Apr30 Kearey & Co, Stoke 


Homan, 2 Plympton St Mary, Devon Apr30 Bond & Co, Plymouth 

oom, Wess Doe, 3 rd, Millwall, Licensed Victualler May 14 Young 

Huntiey, vy Nets oe Tunbridge Wells, Innkeeper May 2 Cripps & Son, Tunbridge Wells 

Hunrriss, W11114M, Rossett, co Denbigh May 23 Harrison, Liverpool 

Jackson, Jonx, Manchester, Solicitor May 3 Radford & Co, Manchester 

Kerr, Wii1u14m, Whitehaven, Collector Apr2l1 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 

Kywastos, Marrna, Clay County, Kansas, US A June24 Stokes, Tenby 

Latuam, Rosert, Selby, Yorks, Gent April 25 Bantoft, Selby 

Lysacut, Tuomas Heyey, Bath, Captainin R.N. May9 Timmins, Bath 

Macpowa.p, Jans, Bourne, Lincs May2 Rollit & Sons, Mark lane 

Matpen, Ann, Asheldham, Essex May 19 Clapham & Fitch, Devonshire sq, Bishonsgate 

Maven, Mary Macpates, Asheldham, Essex May 19 Clapham & Fitch, Devonshire sq, 

Marty, Rosert, Gt Torrington, Devon, Gent May 10 Doe & Lawman, Gt Torrington 

Marrick, Sipyey, Newton St Loe, Somerset, Farmer May9 Timmins, Bath 

McCarrtuy, Saran, Grosvenor, Bath May 14 Sladen & Wing, Delahay st, Westminster 

McDiarmip, Rosert, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Licensed Victualler May 10 Everett, 
Chancery lane 


Rieeengh, Qusese 7 at Waterloo within Bury, Lancs, Stockbroker May 2 P. & 

‘ nm, Bury 

Orway, Canotixe Lariria, Mentone, France April 30 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, 
t 


st 

Outram, Epwarp, Hever, Kent, Grocer May2 Cripps & Son, Tunbridge Wells 
Ovanaee, Jone, Bucel: ter, Upper Clapton April 25 John O Watson, Seymour rd, 
Passtxouam, Evtex, Leamington May 7 Holmes & Son, Bedford row 
Procsox, Jostas, Woodford rd, Forest Gate, Gent May 16 T & F P Baddeley, Leaden- 
Piummer, WiiL14m, Rowde, Wilts, Gent May 19 Mullings & Co, Cirencester 
Poor, Carotixe, Wandsworth rd May 14 Grant, Kennington Cross; Ingpen, Red 

square 
Ricugs, Gsorer, Lowestoft, Gent May 10 Fraser & Co, Wisbech, Cambs 
Roors, Wiit1am, Merton rd, Wandsworth, Esg Apr 30 Stephens & Son, Chatham 
Sepewrcx, Ameuia Auicia, Richmond, Surrey Mayl6é Surr & Co, Abchurch lane 


S.appen, Hensert, Thannington, Canterbury May 31 Kiagrford & Co, Canterbury 
Gone, Foe, Meaaieel grdns, Col Hon East India Co.May 14 Collyer Bristow & Co, 
Bedfo: 


row 
—_ Devonshire re rd, Greenwich May 2 Howard & Shelton, Tower chmbrs, 


Sr Joux, Epwarp, Fitchampstead, Berks June 1 Meredith & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

Treaiert, Ann& Hovsoy, Plymouth May 31 Elworthy & Co, Plymouth 

Soon, Grorcs, Newcastle on Tyne, retired Superintendent of Police May1 Ward. 
eweastle 


on 
Tuanxsutt, Ropert Harrison, Scunthorpe, Lincoln, Gent May 1 Ward, Newoastle on 
Wnuicnervo, Ricnarp, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent May 10 Douglass, Newoastle upon 
Wuirs, Rt Hon Wiitian Hevay H Eari of Bay i &J 
2 en We ARR, ANTRY May Williams ames, 


Wicks, Haxyan, Lavender rd, Battersea May 12 Crowdy, Arundel st, Strand 
Wivuiams, Janes, Manorbier, Pembs, Farmer Jun z! stokes, Tenby 
Wison, Jaues, New York and Lothbury May 15 Bell & Co, Lincoln's ina fields 








Woovwarp, Wiiian, Liandudno, Gent April 12 Chamber.ua « Julasen, Mandudae 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


aon, Tuomas, Towcester, Saati, Auctioneer 
Pet Mar19 Ord pr 5 

Baer, Hexry Jony, Bartholomew close, Tea Dealer 
Court Pet 


Mar21 Ord Apr4 
Seam, oe rate” Dorset, Carpenter Dorchester 


A) 
a NK, Oldham, Gentleman’s Outfitter Oldham 


Cross, Bank Manager High 
Mar 8 Apr 4 
sare SOs Oakley, Essex,Gardener Colchester 
6 


ry Axx, 5 Hierackerch, Essex, Grocer Chelms- 
Apr4 pr 
Cattercn: & Macri, Lime st, Import Merchants High 


Court Pet Marill Ord Apr5 
Cavatrero, Fraxcis, Swallow st, Piccadilly, Financial Agent 
High Court 


Pet Feb 26 Ord Apr 4 


Weser, Freperic er and ne EL 
Paixurrs, Gt George 
High Court Pet ‘April. r| Ord April 4 
Weise, Hersert Joun, and Henry Joun Mircue.t, late 
Bevis Marks, late Wholesale tad Stationers — 


CHARLES 
te Agents 


orcester ty om 4 Ord April 4 

Wirners, Epwarp Ricnarp, a Wilts, Grocer 
Swindon Pet April6é Ord April 

Wotstesnoim, ALBERT, Longwight, ~ Manchester, Agent 
Manchester Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Yorke, Txoomas Simpson, No , Beer Retailer 
Northampton Pet April4 Ord April 4 

FIRST MEETINGS. 
ao Herey, U; Pennar, Pembroke ag Sueser 
20 at 12 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Doc 
nicaeann Joux. Leeds, Pic Picture Dealer April at 12 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Brown, Grorce Hewry, Leicester, Hatter Apmil 21 at 3 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane. Le: Leicester 

Browy, ory Hu poe Leek, Staffs, Ironmonge’ ril 
25 at 12.15 Off Rec, 23, King Fd wand ot Manelestichd 

Brown, WILLIAM, Newport, Mon, Printer April 20 at 11 
or Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, — “ra 


12 “Bankruptey bide Carey st 


Cor, WILuiaM Cav —— 





Cuay, Fraxcis, Burgh Castle, Suffolk, Cement Merchant 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Apr6é Ord Apré 
Coz, Wiiiiam CaurcHyarp, st, hil! gate, Job 
master Court Pet 18 Ord Apr 4 
Cones, Joszrpx Wootr, and Smox_ Moss, Raven row, 
= Cap Manufacturers High Court Pet Mar 
7 5 
Corzmay, Joux, Hubert grove, Stockwell, Builder High 
Court Pet Feb25 Ord April 4 
Coox, Carotrxe, Oxford st, '~ re Farrier High 
Court Pet 4 ona April 4 
Crosstey, JosernH, Hunslet, Leeds, Manure Merchant 
Pet April 


Leeds 4 ae 
Come, Seem, ep ty Boot Dealer Luton 


Mar 22 Ord April 4 
Davis, Leet Co, > * aaetand Promoters Bristol Pet 
Dawsos, Joux, Sr tencich, Joiner Bolton Pet Mar3i Ord 
Mar 31 
Domrxy, James Hewny, Tisbury, Wilts, Baker Salisbury 
Do ie Liverpool, Hay Sal Li 1 
NNELLY, JOHN ‘ay lesman verpoo 
Pet Mar 23 Ord April 6 
Evass, Davin, re Mon, Builder Tredegar Pet 
2 
Fisner, Samvet, pirerhampton, Grocer Wolverhampton 
Mar22 Ord April 5 
Farscn, Saycet, Princes rd, a hill, Florist High 
Sane. es Con- 
April 6 


Pet A 5 Ord A; 
TLLaM, Wim! edon, 
Pet A 
many = a Stats. Grocer Stour- 
see a mie, Coni Benler Oldham Pet April 


Gr ¥ ae i Wii11ax Axprew Grixove, Liverpool, 


Fuier, James 


Ganpsez, Hex 


Manchester, formerly Provi- 
Pet es oe gens 
wall, Blacksmith 


Corn Truro Pet 


April 5 Ord April 5 
Joxszs, Guirrirs, Nevin, Carnarvonshire, eute 
Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog Pet April 6 


April 6 
Ke.tr, Hexszyr J, ee eee, Gunatedes Agent 
Court ‘Pet Mar 19 Ord April 4 
Lasz, — ay Farmer Peter- 
aes Sos 6 
Laxox, ean Piesbill. Ceventry, Managing Di 
aw poe = Co, Lim Coventry Pet Atle Ord 


Laria a Papell 3” Liverpool, Gent Liverpool 


Pet 10 Ord 
Leszerr, Jaxts, Fishmonger Not- 


6 Ord April 6 
Masscarstez, Istvon, Cardiff, Waterproof Garment Maker 


ony tJ Ord April 5 
Matere, Janus, ord, °~ Tm Saddler Man- 
chester Pet April5 Ord A 
tines, Pervrsice Writs, Saddler Sheffield 
6 6 


Moxzzis, 
et AprilS Ord 


April 5 
— Wiss eee Scenes, Gow Se yee Beer 
6 6 
manien Wrwax,, “Laaoroogh Joiner Leicester 
Pet April 5 
Neweovrn, on Wolverhampton, 
Farmer W: Pet April 4 


Ove, Siosey Veeorrwx Cuanies, Ni 
of a Limited Company Newcastle 


on-Tyne VA April5 Ord April 5 
Bowiseox, Tavuas, F 


6 al 5g Wheelwright Madeley 
aITH, > \ ight e 
Pet April 6 ond Apeil ¢ 

Burra. Doane, Lanes, Innkeeper Wigan Pet 


4 
Bsrect Tuvnss nell Crondalli, — rg Wheel 
Guill 40rd and Golalming Pet April 5 


«, Heron Wiis, Pe ‘* 
Pa 


Lockington, 1 
Pet March 22 Ord 
- Ahn Ba 


ALerer, 
High Crur. Pd Apes Ont Apel 


Sroer, Boerer Larcoce, 
Hidy Ordess Leicester 


= Warez, and Witiiam Groce Morzis, 
Carriers Portemouth Pet | 





Canterbury 


mtord pd ‘Manufacturing Furrier April 
bldgs, Carey st 
Corrarp, Groner, Billingsgate _—- ¥ _ Salesman 
April 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Davis, Hersert, and Witi1am ALLEN — Bir- 
» Drysalters April 22 at 2.30 25, Colmore 
row, ham 


Davis, Wereast (sep estate), Balsall heath, Worcs, Dry- 
salter mgt 22 at 2.30 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 


A 
Cook, CAROLINE, 
22 at 11 


Dawsox, Jouy, Horwich, Joiner April 20 at 10.45 16, 
‘ood st, Bolton 

Domixy, James Henry, Tisbury, Wilts, Baker April 21 at 
12.30 Off , Salis 

Downe. Greorce, Brighton, er April 20at12 Off Rec, 

vilion bldgs, , Brighton 

Evaxs, Mary, Bi ‘Quen Dealer April 22 at 

3.30 25, Colmore row, 


Birmi 

Harris, Pe aan Tidenham, Glos, ae April 20 at 12 
Off Rec. Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Hanrerson, Witt1amM ALLEN (sep estate), Lozells, Birming- 
ham, ’Drysalter April 22 at 2.30 25, Colmore row, 


Hopxtsson, Witt1am, Upper Wortley, Leeds, Coal Mer- 
chant "April 25 at 11 Off Rec. 22, Park row, Leeds 
Hore, Epwis Cuarzes, Cardiff, Glas’ Boot Dealer April 
2iat12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Ketty, Hewry J., late "Holborn Mea Commission Agent 
April %at12 Bankru bidgs, st 

Lapsrooxe, James, Little Hautbois, Norfi Farm Bailiff 
April 16 at 12 Off Rec, 6 King st, Norwich 

Loveuer, Ricnarp, Cardiff, Surgeon April 22 at 12 Off 


M F te ase Ti 1. Fe April 
_ REDERIC x, Liverpool, ~ o_o pril 28 at 
Off 35, Victoria st, Li 

ele. , bk East 7 ot. Licensed 
Victualler April 25 at a oT dgs, Carey st 

Nevisox, Hewry, Bishop A or April 20 at 
4.30 Three Tuns Hotel, 

Parmer, Eowis Pacer, Piccadill hg mae 4 Contractor 
April 21 at 11 Bankru; y st 


Patmer, WILLIAM, Wardrobe 
Gent 


Parkinson, 
eer ‘April 1 15 at 11 Off 


fiel 

Parsons, James R, Philip rd, Peckham Rye, Gent April 
21 at 12 Bankru bldgs, Carey st 

Paymas, ABRAH Manchester, Jewellers’ 


Traveller April 21 at 3 Ogden’ s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manch 


ester 
Perrect, Hexry, North Walsham, Norfolk, Wine Mer- 
chant April19at2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwic 
Rosrxsox, Joszrpu, West Bromwich, late Beer Retailer 
April 21 at 10.45 County Court, West Bromwich 
Seer, —— Rosert, Smethwick, Staffs, Draughts- 
man il 21 at 10.30 County Court, West Bromwich 
Simpxrs, r% eicester, —— April 21 at 1230 Off 
‘ Ree, 34 day gory April 
a franc mee ~~ Tee _ 16 at 10.30 





 - JONATHAS, Dovenpest, Chemist April 21 at 3 


10, A ter, 
Swass, Natuantert, Gt —— Pa [> eemans April | 
16 at 11.5) Off Rec, 8, st, N 


Watkins, _ HARD Roose, 8t ens, ‘Oil ! Aen April 22 
at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
uaa Baxrzs Out Rawcliffe, — Grocer May 6 
at3 Off Rec. st, Preston 


, 14, Chapel st, 


WwW on * 6 8 Fish: | 
ITHERS, til fom A ishmonger 
April Zi at 11.90 2, Railway app, Lon Lonion Brid ridge | 
Joiner A 2% at 11 Off 

| 

| 


Woon, Evwaxp, 
Rec, 23, King Edward st, "Macel 

Woon, Srcanr, Stoke Trent, late Manufacturer of | 
Tiles May 2at% North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon 


ADJUDICATIONS. } 
Aum, Taonas, Towcester, Northam eaiicn, Auctioneer | 
Northampton Pet Mar 19 os sees 
Barres, pe Eveazor, Reading, bacconist Read- 
ing April2 Ord April 2 
Browbes 1 Bouin, Gt Oakley, is Gardener Colchester | 
Pet April5 Ord April 6 


| Cua Garion, Bun on Thames, Dairyman King- 
von Pet Pet is Ord 


‘eb 15 
c wens, Burgh Castle. Cement Merchant 
we Yarmouth April 6 Sond Apel 6 
Merchant 


CuoneLer, nay 
Leeds it April 4 Ord A; Ag é 

Deskmcarint, Weta, Quen per, Acme igas | i 
High Court Pet Jan2 Ord April 4 





| Waeever, Geonaz, and fens Bunce, 


| WoLstTenHoLa, sy 
Manchester 


Domixy, James ory pew. Wilts, Baker Salisbury 


Pet Mar 31 — 

Dovexry, _ es ALL, gree Hotel Keeper 

2 ——— = Mar 14 ns aus . 

vans, Davin, ymney, Mon, er Tredegar Pet 

April1 Ord April 2 

Frencu, SaAmvueEt, Rey Pray a hill, Florist High 
Court Pet A 5 _—- 

Fuuuer, James WItuiam, rin edon, Surrey, 7 Mating Con- 
trac’ Pet April 5. Ord April 


‘tor 
Garpner, oe aa inford, —_ Geese Stour- 
wee ote Ghihem, Con Ged Ape 8 
Geary, Tuomas, O er Oldham Pet April 
1 Ord April 4 
Green, Samvgt, W: m, General Furnisher Warring. 
H a Bet ul & Ord Apri Hampstead, 
ARDEN, CHARLES, ve Dra’ 
i Court Pet Mar 18 Ord Apr 4 ad 
Harnris, Georae, late of Tidenham, am, Builder New. 
port, Mon Pet Maris Ord Apr 
Hart, Ernest Joseru, Unionist Club, Pall Mall, Club Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet Feb 29 Ord Apr 6 
Havauton, Aaron, Godley, Cheshire, Builder Ashton 
under Lyne and ’Btalybridge Pet Mar11 Ord Apr6é 
Haywoop, Atrrep, Lombard ct, Financial Agent High 
Court Pet Dec 15 Ord Apr6 
HeEnpriks, ase Stockwell pk ecrsnt, Stockwell, late 
we a Public Co High Court Pet Oct19 Ord 
pr4 
Howuistrer, Witt1amM Henry, and Josern Cuapwick, Pe 
, , Staffs, Brewers Birmingham Pet Feb 20 Ord 
pr 4 
Hore, Eowis See Cardiff, Boot Dealer Cardiff Pet 
Mar 30 Ord Apr 
Hyper, Epwarp (lll Royal Courts chmbrs, Fleet st, 
Sevens Agent High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord 
pa og Epwiy, ate, Cornwall, Blacksmith Truro Pet 
Apr 5 Ord Apr 
Jones, GrirFita, Morte Nevin, Carnarvonshire, Victualler 
Seenies and Blaenau Festiniog Pet Apr 2 Ord 
pr 6 5 
aa, Wituian, Foleshill. Coventry, Managing Director 
tw Laxon & Co, Lim Coventry Pet Apr6é Ord 


‘Apr 6 

Liperty, JAMES, Pettinghem, Fishmonger Nottingham 
Pet Apr4 Ord Apr 4 

Licutsurn, Gzorce, Nantwich, Innkeeper Nantwich and 


Crewe Pet Apré Ord Apr 6 

Manscuesrer, Is1por, Cardiff, Waterproof Garment Maker 
Cardiff Pet A) 5 Ord ” April 5 

Marner, James, Bradford, oe Saddler Man- 
chester Pet April 5 Ord Ap ril 6 

Mixsoy, Freverick WILLIAM, Sheffield, Saddler Sheffield 
Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 

Morais, Wittiam Pickrerine, Chew Stoke, Somerset, Beer 
Retailer Bristol Pet April 6 Ord April 6 

Nevisoy, Henry, Bish a, Tailor Durham Pet 
March 30 Ord Api 

ons Sipney Freperick ei Es, Newcastle on Tyne, for- 

erly of a Limi ey Newcastle on 

Tee Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

PaGe, Samvet, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Marchil Ord April2 


Piommer, Harry, Weymouth, Provision Merchant Dor- 
chester Pet March 17 Ord April 4 
; Joun CottepGce, Rugby, - Licensed Victualler 
Coventry Pet March18 Ord April 5 
Rosinsoyx, Tuomas, 1 Messenger 


Pet April 4 
on the Hill, Warwickshire, 
Ord A pril 5 


Canterbury 


Russet, Tuomas, -~-) 
Miller Warwick 
ht rd, 
Pet Dec 10, 1891 Ord April 
thet Gardener 
‘roydon Pet Feb 24 
Lancs, Innkeeper Wigan Pet April 
April 4 
Sorasaes, Tuomas Baxter, Leeds, Innkeeper 
SrTeruens, 
Peterborough Pet April 5 “5 
Wane Fs A the Bovis Marks, Wholesale Stationer High 
Court Pi 
April 4 


er et March 29 
Scorr, , Donees, Connaug! Harlesden, 3 4 occupation 
art 
—.~ Percy Haicu, Kirkstall, Le 
ne Kort 
sun, Le > te eelwright Madeley Pet 
Ord April 6 
Sarna, Teac Asi 
pina. -S tee Bon Marche, r— Ty General Dealer High 
Court Pet Feb 22 Ord April 6 
Leeds 
et March 23 Ord April 5 
Hucn Wiu1am, Peterborough, Ceeiers 
Assistant ons 
Tone, Ors SrTeruen Besceshem, Kent, Baker Croydon Pet 
29 Ord Apel 
et Jan 21 Ord A pril 5 
Chesham, Bucks, 
Shoe Manufacturers Aylesbury Pet March 4 0 
Wnosx, Bg yd vi yt en Builder Wor- 
4 


| Witkinson, CHARLES Hennes, Pgalters’ aa ct, Contractor 
| Was, Gronce, oH Kine 0 Cab Proprietor April 16 h 


Court Pet A ee 

WILKINSON, Sean, OS Rawelite, nes, Grocer Preston 
Pet March 17 Ord March 30 

Wiruers, Evwarp Ricuarp, Burbage, Wilts, Grocer 
Swindon Pet April5 Ord April 6 

nr Manchester, Agent 

‘et April 4 April 4 

Wrves, Joseru, hmm Lines, late Common Brewer 
PR Pet March 29 Ord April 4 

Yorxz, Tuomas Stuvsox, Northampton, Beer Retailer 
Northampton Pet April4 Ord April 5 


London Gazette—Tvurspay, April 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axpensox, Wi.t1Am, Newcastle on Tyne, General Cartman 


Newcastle on bg i Ltd ng 0 Ages & 
AnrEL, —?* Portman sq, Ladies’ Tailor 
bet Apel te Ord A il 7 


igh 
BALpenson, me Wins orks, Grocer North- 
s — =n 5 . 
“> Birmingham, 7” ardware Factor 


ty oy a Ne Nortk t:onshite, 
ae. REDERIOK, nr Byti ortham " 
Dealer coy By Pet April? Ord April 9 


Daneer’, Rw nano 








Ye ee or nee 








pril 


aper 
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ton 
6 
ligh 
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Ord 
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Ord 


Pet 
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Ord 
Pet 
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Ord 
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Cursitt, FRreperick, Renting, Basket Maker Reading 


Pet April 8 Ord April 8 


Davres, Joun, Ton Pentre, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
April9 Ord April 9 


Ap 
Daws, Rosert CHARLes, Bingley, Yorks, Artist Brad- 
ford Pet April8 Ord April 8 


DrakE, Henry, Walsham le Willows, Suffolk, Plumber 


Bury St Edmunds Pet April6 Ord April 7 
Svanete, Ropert ey) 


Great Yarmouth Pet April 9 Ord April 9 


Forru, James Frtprricx, Nottingham, Lace Agent Not- 


tingham Pet Mari14 Ord April 8 
Green, Harry James, Berkeswell, 
Coventry Pet April 8 Ord April 8 
Green, Josern Hastam, Oxford, 
ford Pet April9 Ord April 9 
Harpisty, Wiit1am Forses Ricwarp, Ny ane Notts, 
Stationer Sheffield Pet = 8 Ord April 8 
aa Le Frep, The Union Club, falgar sq, retired Colonel 


nHM’s Army High Court Pet Mar17 Ord April 8 


Monsey , Hvusert, Bourne Valley, Dorset, Horticultural 
Builder Poole Pet April9 Ord A ril’ 9 
Kitiarp, Tuomas Grorce, Brynhyfryd, Swansea, Iron- 

monger Swansea Pet April8 Ord ‘April 8 
Kirsy, Joun, Wheldrake, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
April 9 Ord April 9 
Newton, Rosert, Staincliffe, nr Dewsbury, General Dealer 
Dewsbury Pet April 8 Ord April 8 
Noxes, Josern Artuur, Leicester, Confectioner Leicester 
Pet April8 Ord April 8 
Outver, Eviza, Gore rd, South ro om Decorative Artist 
Brighton PetApril7 Ord April7 
Payer, “AE,  - Builder Canterbury Pet March 


23 
Proxanp,, Guonor, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet April 7 
pril 7 
ReyNo.ps, Jonny, Ty Cotton Doubler Stockport 
Pet April9 Ord A 


Rosrnson, Jonn Late key, Yorks, Cabinet Maker 
Leeds Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Rourke, Peter, Newton le Willows, sent, Wheelwright 

Warrington Pet April8 Ord Aprils 

Snort, Jonn Davey, —, Devon, Tailor Barnstaple 
Pet April 8 Ord A rils 

Snort, Toomas, Wear Gifford, Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 
Pet April 8 Mo April 8 ™ - a 

Sarr, Freperick WILLIAM, Birmingham, Cler! irming- 
ham Pet April8 Ord April 9 

Stewart, C H, ar gr rd, Leytonstone High Court 
Pet March 18 

Taycock, WILLIAM, Tiverton, Devon, Grocer Exeter Pet 
April 8 Ord April 8 


Usnerwoop, Epwiyx, Goudhurst, Kent, Wheelwright 

Basti: Pet April8 Ord April8 
West ey, CuristopHer Greson, Kettering, ap pase = 
Saddler Northampton Pet Mar Ord 


shire, 
ril 9 


P 
Waurrre.t, Ernest ALBert, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, 
Designer Huddersfield Pet April8 Ord April 8 
Wituams, Jonny, Treherbert, Glam, Tailor Pontypridd 
Pet April6 Ord April 6 
Worcer, Artuur, Pretoria avenue, St. James st, Wal- 
thamstow, Grocer’s Clerk High Court Pet April 8 


Ord April 8 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atxonp, Arrnur, Edgware rd, Confectioner April 21 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ayxers, Henry, Newton by Tattenhall, Cheshire, Shoe- 
maker April 20 at 12 chbrs, Chester 

Arret, Hermann, George 5 Coteun sq, Ladies’ Tailor 
April 21 at 12 Ban ey bldgs, Carey st 

Bartey, eo dene, late of Saray, late Yarn 


fos April 21 at 3.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, 
Brid Manchester 
Baker, wa da Joun, Bartholomew close, Tea Dealer 


April 25 at 1 ee bldgs, Carey st 
Baker, Septimus, Radipole, Dorset, Canpenter April 22 
at 12.30 Crown Hotel, Weymouth 
Bezsy, Somme Brandon, Suffolk, Wine Merchant April 19 
at 1 ff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Brenna, a Charing cross, Bank Manager April 25 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Berrany, Jesse, Leeds, Journalist April 27 at 11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Brissy, WiLtiam Herpert, Manchester, Paper Merchant 
April 21 at 2.30 Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Browsers, Epmunp, Gt Oakley, Essex, Gardener April 20 
at 2 Townhall, Colchester 
CatLercur & Macht, Lime st, Merchants April 26 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 
Causier, WILLIAM ENRY, : Baker April 27 
at 11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
CavaLirro, Franc 18, Swallow st, Piccadilly, fp Pinanatal 
Agent April 21 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, y st 
Curnvetis, Winuiam James, Passenham, Werthean ton- 
shire, Grazier April 23 at 12.30 County Court bldgs, 
Northampton 
Conen, Josern Woo.r, and Simon Moss, Raven row, 
Spitalfields, “e Manufacturers April 25at11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
LEMAN, Joun, Hubert ve, ed Builder April 
22 atl Bankrupte »ldgs, Carey st 
Caumr, Tuomas, Folkestone, Grocer April 23 at 11 Bank- 
rupte 7 bldgs, Carey st 
Cute, Cartes, Steven » ate Boot Dealer April 21 
at 12.30 95, Temple c brs, Temple avenue 
aws, Ronent Cuart ES, Bingley, orks, Artist April 22 
at3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Dovenry, WriLtaM Haut, Glouc ester, Hotel Keeper April 
@lat il Off Reo, 15, King st, Gloucester 
Rrougn, FRANK, late Finsbury pymnt, (eee April 
21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, © arey 
ox, Wittiam, Kingston-upon-Hull, Plumber April 20 at 
11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 
keeN, A Macponnkit, Broadstairs, Kent April 23 at 12 
Bkey bldgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
REEN, SAmucL, Warrington, General varne April 22 


at 12 


at 11.30 Court house, Upper Bank st, Wi 


urgh Castle, Suffolk, Miller 


Warwickshire, Farmer 


Jonservancy Officer Ox- 


Hat, Jostan James, and Jonn Davis, Bristol, Gompeny 
* Promoters an ee 12.39 Off’ Rec, Bank = 
Corn st, Bristo! 

Hrxvue, Georce, Cla: nr Manchester, = 


yton, 
vision Dealer April 21 at 3.15 Ogden’s chi 


st, Manchester 

Jenxix, Epwry, Madron, Cornwall, Blacksmith April 19 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Jouy, Wain, Ferndale, 
20 at 

Jones, GRIFFITH, Morfa N Nevin; Carnarvonshire, Victu Victualler 

April 22 at 2.15 Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Kirsy, gemma, Yorks, Farmer April 23 at 11 

, Yor! 

Lane, FREDERICK, Rigzioasle, Lines, Farmer April 25 at 
12 Bristol Arms Hotel, Sleaford 

Laxoy, WriwraM, Foleshill, Coventry, Managing Director 
of Laxon & Co (Lim) April 22at 2 Off Ree, 17, 
Hertford st, Coven 


Liperty, JAMES, Notti Fis’ April 21 at 12 
Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, N: ham 
Marner, James, Bradford, Manchester, ler April 21 
Monoas, Tuowas, Merthyt Tydfil, Weigher April 20 at 8 
‘orGAN, Tuomas, Merthyr eigher 20 at 
Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


Mortey, oo Bi Glass Merchant April 26 at 
1 Colmore row, Bi ham 


irming 
Morais, ie Picxenrtne, Chew Stoke, Somerset, } an 


ay = ee 27 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn 

st. 

N “~~; Wiu1am, Loughborough, Joiner April 22 at 12 
Off Rec lane, Leicester 


NeEwrTox, Henny, South Provision Dealer April 28 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv 
Newrow, rhe Staincliffe, nr Dewsbury, General Dealer 
A 2iat4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, B 
Rota, —— sven bi 4. 0 
30 igs, 
Russet, Tomas, ‘ Warwickshire, 
Miller April 22 at 3 Off Rec, 17, Hertford Zz 
Coventry 
Sara, + ware Ryton, os Wheelwright April 22 at 12 
County Court Office, Mad: a 
SsiTn, Joserx Ropert, ‘Oldham, Grocer April 20 at 3.30 
Off Rec, ’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Sorneran, Tuomas Baxter, Innkeeper Apr 27 at 12 
Off , 22, Park row, Leeds 
Srepuens, Hucu Wit.1am, Peterborough, Clothier’s Assist- 
ant ld 22 at 12.30 Law Courts, New rd, Peter- 


on _— Henry, Gomersal, Yorks, Innkeeper 

Apr 2iat3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley’ 

Tawncock, WILLIAM, Tiverton, ens Grocer Apr 22 at 11 

Off 13, Bedford cir, Ex: 

TavcHeERt, WARD, Bush lane » > 22at12 Bankruptcy 
st 


Tonya, STEPHEN, Beckenham, Kent, Baker Apr 21 at 12.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Wricnt, Hewry, Bartlett st, 8t Leonard’s rd, Bromley by 
Bow, late Licensed Victualler Apr 21 at 12 Bankruptcy 


bldgs, Carey st 
WotstTenHoim, ALBERT, ight, nr Manchester, Agent 
Apr 21 at 3. Oy vedrain oe Bridge st, Manchester 
Wanggeeen, Bras Evan, Ty: Lianaelhaiarn, Carnarvon- 
Farmer mae 45 Prince of Wales Hotel, 
WHiITERrop, Goenen, Fersfield, Norfolk, Farmer Apr 22 at 
12.45 Crown Hotel, Diss 
Wacker, Sam IBBERSON, Healey, Batley, Shoddy Manufac- 
turer Apr2latil Off — * eany Kan agy Batley 


Warson, Antuony, Stockton on Tees, Grocer Apr 20 nat 3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Awpersoy, Witt1am, Newcastle on ey Com Cartman 

See eee ety oan 
> Fee? 


ARTEL, es 
Hig ‘et Apel April 7 ond April 7 
pee. a Griseina, Ferncliffe rd, Dalston, Corset 
Manufacturer Pet Feb 20 Ord. April 8 
Batperson, WiLu1am, Ampleforth, — Grocer North- 
allerton Pet April 8 April 8 
Beaumont, Barnineton Goopixe, Kirkley, nr Lowestoft, 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Mar25 Ord "April 7 
Beppor, Esevezer E., h ——e Town, ete 
Dealer High Court Ord A 
—— =r _ techs 
tor Birmingham P 
Bopaty, Freperick, Eydon, or Byfield, = mshire 
Northampton Pet Aprilé Ord A 9 


Seve Sia 


er Noi 
Carrentser, Joy eng Kingsbridge, 
countant East Stonehouse Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 29 
Curry, Cuaries, Ste Herts, Boot Dealer Luton 
Pet Mari9 Ord Ap ri 7 

eo Pentre, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
Dr Castro, Jacos WILLIAM, Bartholomew lane, Merchant 
March 3 Ord April 7 

Drakk, er. Walsham le Willows Suffolk, Plumber 
Bury St Edmunds Pet April6é Ord April 7 

Earer, web any » Es: Blacksmith Chelms- 
ford Pet March 29 Ord April 9 


| 
lam, Grocer’s Assistant April | 


pape March 22 Ord Apa. Wolverhampton 
'00KS, ene pa hy Exeter, Drag Exeter Pet 





igs | Po Hew Ext U rd, Widow High 
Xx, > oat ~~ +l 
Court Pet March10 Ord 7 


ne ae 


See, nein 
Pet March 17 Ord eed 


| Gunes, Harry James, 
April5 Ord 
Hatt, Jostan James, and Jon» 
Bristol 


Harpisty, Wittiam Forpes ys Wi S Notts, 
Sheffield Pet 8 OrdAprilS 

Harersetos, Hues Micwart, Provision 
Dealer Mi Pet March 12 Ord —s. . 

Hevvewett, WILuiAM, nr Manchester, Paint 
Manufacturer Ashton under and ene 
Pet Feb 23 Ord April 8 

Hinpwe, Georce, Clayton, nr 

sion Dealer 


Pet April 5 Ord 
Kresy, oy, Jomn, Whalivaie, Yossi, Bumner oa aga 
8 Ord April 9 


Puat.irs, © oie 
Ro J Te __ . see Cabinet Maker 
BINSON, JOHN eae, 
Leeds Pet A; 
ae Peter, em le ‘ow ees Wheelwright 


8 Ord 
Snonr Joun hein eke Tailor Barn- 


Srescen, Hose Birmingian, Birmingham 
a ber Devon, Grocer Exeter Pet 
Usnerwoop, ye Kent, Wheelwright 


Pet April 8 ae 
Lt Huddersfield, Mantle Dealer 
W Cui oocn ett _ 

“thie, Goeller Nestamgien a Pet Starch 25 Ord 


April 
W ag ALBERT, 
HITTEEL, ERT, i = = jae 
a me, sons, April 6 as 
Witu1am Coveryeyr P. Liverpool, Goldsmith 
eee el March 11 Ord April 8 


WaAtrox, 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April 20.—Mesars. Fv. LER, Horssy, Sows, & Cassetz, at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 —— Leasehold Property 
advertioument, this week, p 4 - 


22.—Mesars. B i Rows = Ge E.C., at 2 
ae = 53 NS, =" Lap 


eee es 

Paice, & Fvresr, at the 

rece 2 o'clock, Freehold oa tien aaa 
week, p. 4 





OUNTY BOROUGH of WEST 
BROMWICH. 


The Corporatioy are 
3 per Cent. 
Investment. 


Setctast poanbie batt +3 yearly , : 
from the undersigned. ee — 
THOMAS HUDSON, 
Hall, West Registrar. 


WHERS of FREEHOLD BUILDING 
LAND (8 to 20 acres), in the vicinity of London, may 


to receive application for 
Stock, which is a Trust 





hear an to the 
Secretary of the Barrise Layo Compayy, Loarrep, 25, 
Moorgate-street, London, E.C. 





Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 53s. WEEKLY REPORTER, 
in wrapper, 53s. Soxtcrrors’ Jovrwat, 
26s. Gd. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volumes bound 
at the efice—clath, 2s. Od, half law calf, 





Everett, Rossrt Horace, Burgh Fae We Suffolk, Miller 
Great Yarmouth Pet April 9 Ore Aged 8 





5s. 6d. 





PROBATE v 


ALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotnsurrus anv Sriversurrus, 17 anv 18, Procapriny, W., and at 1 axp 2, 
Gracecuurcu-strest, Cornutit, Lonvon, E.C., beg 


to announce 


that they accvrarany 
respectfully 


APPRAISE the above for the Laea. Proresston or purcuase the same for cash if desired. 


lished 1772. 





eN, Wittiam, Birmingham, Butcher Hest 
95, Colmore row, Birmingham - 





Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Lowis of Battenberg, X.C.B, 
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SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1892 


I bees: DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

Bi op TARMEE, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 

Town, Suburban, 4 Co wy Moaste, Bealiieey Promioan 

an untry Houses, 

Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 

fete Shares, and other ot will be held at the 

ON MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 




















Tuesday, April 26 | Tuesday, June 21 | Tuesday, Aug. 9 
‘uesday, May 3 Th y, June 23} Tuesday, Aug. 16 
lay, May 10 | Tuesday, June 28 | Tuesday, Aug. 23 
uesday, May 17 | Tuesday, July 5 Tuesday, Oct. 4 
uesday, May 24 | Tuesday, July 12 | Tuesday, Oct. 18 
Thursday, May 26 | Tuesday, July19 | Tuesday, Nov. 1 
Tuesday, May 31 | Tuesday, July 26 Tuesday, Nov. 15 
Tuesday, June 14 | Tuesday, Aug. 2 Tuesday, Dec. 6 


Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
country, - arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and othe ogee, 6 of Furniture, Pictures, 


Timber, Detailed Lists of In- 
vestments, Satates, y WE Residences, Shops, 
pss wo pny ap hp t or Soli by private contract 


blished on the 1st of each month, and can be obtained 

a3 Sen, Merviven, and Valen, en, Cheopeiis: 
an uers, 80, eapside 

ll C. Telephone No. 1,508. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
peg & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House and Investments generally, is 
ee SS Set oe month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, xo 
or will be sent eS eee) eee Snore eae. —Particu- 
lars for insertion ieee ee ee ee 
days previous to the end of the preceding month 
DEVONSHIRE. 
In charming comers =~ ~<a , shooting, and 
unting. 
OMPSON, RIPPON, & CO. are favoured 
ions to SELL by AUCTION, at the 


with instructi 
ROUGEMONT HOTEL, EXETER, on THURSDAY, 
= at — o clock precisely, the following desirable 


on 1.—A choice Renidence, known as ve House, 
iverton, with outbuildings, ani icturesque 
—*. ee Rew ams 6 om & entiedl, monk eadow, 
pasture lan 
Lot 2.—A pretty maha po Cottage, called Ashi 
with 4 a - five acres of ric’ 
e 


a A capital stone and slated a known as 
Bovey, near Moreton Hampstead; with 
mater outbuildings, plantations, and ‘useful 
about 38} acres in a ring fence, forming a 

summer abode and shooting box. 
_Freehold Farm, called Barramore 


lot), with dwelling-house, out- 
lie eo le, pasture, and meadow land of 


aun to 0 view, yo printed ete, with plan, may be 
Auctioneers, 











ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 


AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Mays, F.8.1., Toomas R. Ransom, F.S.I. 
J. Bacsuaw Maxy, F.8.1., W. H. Maxx), 


12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
82, Lowndes-street, street, Belgrave-square, 5.W. 


HARING CROSS HOSPITAL MEDICAL 
SCHOOL. 


ity SUADIER SESSION will commence on MONDAY, 
ONE ENTRANCE SCHOLARSHIP of the value of 





to those rodents who ios completed part of “te curriculum 


Charing-cross Hospital is within three minutes’ walk of 
the Dental Hospital of London, and the hours of lectures 
are — to suit the convenience of Dental Students. 

_—— Laboratories and Museums are now complete. 
The present is a hen A ‘geapeeam time for intending 
— to commence w 


FPeaxcis 
of the School, 62 to 6, € Ae ey 
between the hours of 10 and 4. 
STANLEY BOYD, Dean. 


Moen ONE x. — House holders or Lodgers 
immediate 


Advances upon their 





po heen le security are invited to call at 
> eee a the CoxsotipaTep geet fr me 43, Great 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Houses Ww which they have. for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
ion 


LAW.—Grest Saving.—Abstracts Copied at 
Sixpence per sheet; Drafts, Costs, and Briefs One 
Penny per folio; Deeds Three Half-pence 7 
folio net.—Kzrr & Lanuam, 3, Chichester-rents, by 84, 
Chancer~-lan W.C 








AW.—Wanted, by undermentioned firm, 

a Shorthand Writer. ¢ Pen by letter only, stating 

erience, age, and required, to Erten & Hott, 
So icitors, Great Yarmouth. 





F S. SOLEOTS AS ed] desires re-engagement 
aging Cl k; over 12 years’ experience 
an Gurauuinn in high class firms.— 


* fi “Chance 
©. HL, 8, thwick-crescent, Hyde-park, 





\7 ANTED by a SOLICITOR (admitted in 
1867) a Partnership in, or Susnenee to, an estab- 
lished Conveyancing and General Practice of moderate size 
in the country (a small country town preferred).—Address, 
with full particulars, to Country, care of Waterlow Bros. 
& Layton, Ltd, 24, Birchin-lane, London, E.C 


M:: UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
pf and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and - for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRELIMINARY, panne mang Mg FINAL, and 
m £1 Is. 





i B. a Bg Terms r month. 
Many Pupits HAVE TAKEN Honovurs.—For er par- 
ticulars, and copies of “ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries ”’ 
and “Hints on Criminal Law,” ad 17, Brazennose- 


street, Albert-square, Manch 


S U N INSURANCE OFFICE, 
Founded 1710. 
iy Covers Branon, 
CERY LANE, W.C., 
(FIRE) 4 WC, 


SUM INSURED in 1891, £361,500,000, 








tHe IMPERIAL nrnsvrance company 
tmumrep, FIRE, 
Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £290,000. 
Total Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


THE BOILER INSURANCE AND STEAM 
POWER COMPANY, LTD. 


Head Office—67, KING ST., MANCHESTER, 








Empl insured against claims under “The Em- 
ployer’ Liability Act.” Joint Policies issued. 
Annual Income. £80,000. 
Influential Agents wanted. Liberral terms. Apply to 
the Szcrerary. 


THE 
NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 








EGAL EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. J. 
LITHEBY, LL.B. Lond. (Honours), reads with 
Candidates for Bar and Solicitors’ Examinations. By post 
= amas in the evening.—Write, 1, Pump-court, 
emple 





Now ready, price 5s. net, post-free. 
HANDY GUIDE TO 


COUNTY COURT COSTS 


Under New Rules, 1892. with Notes & Precedents.) 
By JOHN HOUGH, 


Law Accountant ayp Costs Drarrsmay, 
Author of ‘“‘Handy Guide to Conveyancing Costs.’ 
London : 

Wares Soore, bata ‘Warwick-lane, Paternoster-row. 





Now ready. 


TABULAR SUMMARY of BANK- 
RUPTCY PROCEEDINGS under o aus 
Acts, 1883 and 1890, and the Bankruptcy R 
1890. By ERNEST HEPBURN, Solicitor. “published by 
Wirneary & Co., 74, Cornhill, London, E.C. Price 1s. 


RISH ‘LAW TIMES and SOLICITORS’ 
JOURNAL and REPORTS.—(The only Legal Journal 
peaeneet in Ireland. Established 26 years.)—Affords the 
means of bri to the notice of the Profession in 
Ireland Lecau, Insurance, Pusiisners’, and MercanTILe 
ADVERTISEMENTS. 


Office : 53, UPPER SACKVILLE STREET, DUBLIN. 


GREAT SAVING to SOLICITORS and 

SURVEYORS in Office expenses can be effected by 

wr: their STATIONERY and ACCOUNT BOOKS at 

CORSE’S Law and General vig nd Warehouse, 
Bedford-row House, Theobald’s-road, London 


Judicature Foolscap (full weight ge » 1 for 
Affidavits or Costs, ie. 6d., 186., and 21s ~ on 


Brief Paper, 14s., 16s., 17s. 6d., and 18s. per ream. 
Barnard’s Hand-made Brief, 24s. per ream. 
Letter Copying Books (eight qualities kept). 
Deeds Engrossed and Writings Copied. 


Statements of Claim and Defence, Affidavits, and every 
) oem of Law Printing expeditiously and correctly 








Send for Price List and Senge to F. CORSE, Bedford- 
row House, London, W.C. 


GRIOULEURAL CORLEGE, Aspatria, 
ith Practi h Boe ge in all 
branches of agasaieen for farmers, Ian colonists ; 
six farms, dairy school, &c.; six Royal Sctpiarehs 4x t of 
= gained last year —koply to the Principal, 
EBB. 


ONDON ! MATRIC., PRELIMINARY 
LAW, &c. mein under a Graduate 














E.C.,and arrange; Billsof 
eg no fees; oe i = sun advanced without deduc- 
old-established and genuine firm.— Address, 


in Hi Last all passed but two, and 
| ad failed only in one mbject .—Address H a | Hen 

versity Institute Euston-road, + (close to 
Gower-street, Mation’. y . 











HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 
G. A. COPE, 
Offices, 70, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, E.C. 


NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 
SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge, E.C. 





Drggcrors : 
Hewry Watpemar Lawrencs, J.P., Chairman. 
Manx H. Jupex, A.R.1.B.A. 

Miss Brpper. 

Arruur ConEn, Q.C. 

FP. H. A. HARpcasts, F.S.1. 

Miss Orme. 


Shares £10, interest 5 per cent. 
ite received at 4 per cent. 

Withdrawals (shares or ay at short notice. 

ey promptly old or leasehold pro- 
Scale of pa owen of teoshal euveep nan, very 


fee 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


LONDON GAZETTE lished authority) and 
LONDON and cOUNTRY ADVERTT BEMENT 
CE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, 

STREET. 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
oom to at 1 Pe attention of the Legal Professior 
to the his long ience of upwards of 
forty years, in insertion of all pro forma notices, 
&c., and Reoaher’ solicits their continued support.—N.B. 
Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
solutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaratien. 
Official stamps for advertisements and file of ‘London 
Gazette” kept. By appointment. 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solici- 
HENRY AN 








s, in town or coun 

— vee value for PROBATE ms 
juers sent. Removals withou e 

Se cca le, Heaaked. le" eg 

Address , Fa. London. Code in use, Unicode. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE bs MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Lord hiner ge, the Whole of the 
date = ot London, &e. 


utmost value in cash; 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’s | COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Law W 











